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PREFACE TO. THE AMERICAN EDITION. 


“Tux Epistle to the Galatians is my epistle. I have betrothed myself 
to it. It ismy wife.’? These words of Luther express most forcibly 
the relation of the first epistle treated in this volume to the great strug- 
gles whereby Protestant Christianity came into being as the revivification 
of the pure gospel taught by St. Paul. The doctrine of justification 
by faith alone without works, the articulus vel stantis vel cadentis ecclesiae, 
is its great theme, which is unfolded with matchless skill and defended 
with intensest ardor against the various perversions so abundant in mod- 
ern Christianity, that had already manifested themselves in apostolic days. 
Luther’s own commentary of 1519, of which John Bunyan said: ‘I 
do prefer this book of Martin Luther upon the Galatians, excepting the 
Holy Bible, before all books that I have ever seen, as most fit for a 
wounded conscience,’’ owes all its power to the high degree with which 
Luther has caught the spirit of Paul, and applies his argument, with the 
same earnestness to the relations of a later time. It should be a mat- 
ter of special gratitude, that, however fierce the battle waged over some 
of the other epistles of Paul, the authenticity of this epistle, which per- 
tains to the very centre of our faith, is all but universally conceded, only 
one writer (Bruno Baur), and that one not of very high repute, having ven- 
tured to question it, and that, too, on assumptions that can be instantly 
answered. The entire theory of salvation by faith and works, which 
modern Pelagianism would introduce into Protestantism, is at once met 
in unmistakable words, as well as, also, the suggestion that original 
Christianity was legalistic until St. Paul introduced the new element of 
evangelical freedom, since this epistle asserts so emphatically the har- 
mony between the apostles. 

The epistle to the Ephesians, belonging to a later period, when the 
apostle was forcibly restrained from engaging in the active prosecution 
of his life work, admits us into some of the great thoughts that engaged 
his meditations. While bearing the true Pauline type, and constantly 
urging the same great phase of Christian doctrine, with his characteristic 
ardor, in the depths into which it penetrates, and the constant connection 
made between practical themes and the highest mysteries of faith, it ap- 
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proaches above the other epistles of St. Paul the modes of thought and 
reasoning found in St. John. Its long and involved sentences recall 
the Epistle to the Romans, and remind us how inadequate the earthly 
vessels to contain the abundance of divine revelation committed to 
them. Its entire theme is found in ch. i. 20-23—viz., that Christ 
is the centre and goal of all things to His church. From this 
standpoint the development is so thorough, and extends over so vast a 
compass, that in weighing the words of the epistle we are brought into 
the closest contact with the most profound mysteries connected with al- 
most every article of revelation. The full discussion of the more impor- 
tant terms employed in this epistle would, if systematically arranged, 
form almost a complete body of doctrine. 

We doubt whether in any of his commentaries the peculiar excellences 
of Meyer as an expositor display themselves with better effect than in 
this volume. His simplicity, general clearness, thorough acquaintance 
with everything pertaining to the text of the Scriptures, astonishing in- 
dustry in the study, collection, and condensation of the labor of all 
important writers of all ages, languages, and confessions on the topics 
treated, characteristic candor in expressing his doubts concerning diffi- 
culties that confronted him, and in even criticising and correcting his 
own statements in former editions, are nowhere more apparent. However 
mistaken we may at times regard his judgment, we must ever hold in 
high esteem his work, as a handbook for scholars, that in its sphere is 
without a rival. Traces of the rationalistic opinions with which he 
started, but from which, as years of study followed, he was gradually 
delivered, are to be found in his comments on these epistles. Such is, 
for example, the low view which he takes of inspiration, and the conse- 
quent undervaluing of the trustworthiness of the Book of Acts, leading to 
avery ready solution, on his part, of seeming contradictions, by deciding 
that St. Luke was, of course, incorrect. In several passages the subordi- 
nation of the Son to the Father is maintained. Christological mysteries 
find a too ready explanation by the introduction of conceptions circum- 
scribing our Lord with local limitations, even in the hidden glory in 
which He has entered. Man’s natural estate is denied to be one in 
which He is actually beneath God’s anger. By birth he is not a child 
of wrath, but becomes such by the development of innate principles of 
evil, in opposition to the moral will inclining to what is good, wherewith 
he is also endowed. This result, however, inevitably follows in every 
one ‘‘ who lives long enough to be able tosin.’’ Man’s powers are only 
impaired, not dead with respect to spiritual things. It would be very 
unjust, however, to at once apply to our author the terms by which the 
advocates of such errors are ordinarily designated in the history of doc- 
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trines and heresies. They are not developed in Meyer with any consis- 
tency. He seems often to recoil from the conclusions to which his 
premises lead, while the entire method and line of argument pursued 
show how the subtile and pervasive poison of earlier life is gradually 
being expelled by the ever closer contact of the author with the great 
thoughts of eternity. 

The work of the American editor has been, first, to make such changes 
in the Edinburgh transiation as seemed to be required by the English 
idiom. Not many passages were found where an emendation was 
deemed necessary. A second task was to transfer to the footnotes most 
of such references as were unessential to the sense contained in the text. 
In this way we think that the commentary has been made much more 
readable. Where references have been retained in the text, there has 
generally been some reason for it. Thirdly, the great body of quotations 
from foreign languages have been translated. Exceptions have occurred, 
as on p. 464, Note 1, and p. 468, Note 6, where the force of the quota- 
tion is found in the very words employed, or their order, rather than 
in the thought conveyed. Several passages have been allowed to stand 
without a translation for euphemistic reasons. Fourthly, the text of the 
translation has been compared with the revised Meyer, and all changes 
made by the editors noted. The original intention was to embody them 
all in the notes. This, however, was soon seen to be impossible in the 
compass of the twenty-eight pages allowed us. Dr. Friedrich Sieffert, 
of Erlangen, who has edited the volume on Galatians, as the Sixth Edi- 
tion of Meyer, Gottingen, 1880, has so thoroughly wrought over the mate- 
rial in Meyer’s own last edition, with so much scholarly independence, 
and so many omissions, additions, and arguments taking exception to 
Meyer, that the result may almost be regarded an entirely new commen- 
tary prepared on the basis of Meyer. On the contrary, Dr. W. Schmidt, 
of Leipzig, in the Fifth Edition of the Commentary on Ephesians, 
Gottingen, 1878, has confined himself almost entirely to the work of 
an editor, and made only a very few changes. It has been our aim, 
accordingly, to include in our notes only the more important variations 
from Meyer in these later editions, and to these to add such other notes, 
selected and original, as we thought might serve the purposes of the stu- 
dents into whose hands this volume would fall. In many of these notes 
we have had in view the indication of what we believed to be important 
errors in our revered author. Fifthly, additions have been made to the 
critical apparatus prefaced to each chapter, mostly from the revised 
German Meyer above mentioned. These we did not deem it necessary 
in all cases to indicate, the effort being simply to preserve intact all the 
comments. The references to Winer’s New Testament Grammar are 


vi PREFACE TO THE AMERICAN EDITION. 


to the Seventh German Edition ; and as Prof. Thayer’s American 
edition indicates the paging of this edition on the margin, the references 
to the Edinburgh edition in the translation we have revised were erased. 

Special acknowledgments are due Rev. G. F. Behringer, of Brook- 
lyn, N. Y., whose scholarly attainments we have long known, and who 
has exercised the same careful supervision over this volume as it passed 
through the press that he has given the other volumes of the series. 

We can only regret that our portion of work had to be performed 
amidst the distraction of numerous other engagements, and without 
either time or space for such thorough editing as would fulfil our ideal. 
Every hour spent on it has been one of mingled pleasure and profit. 


Henry E. Jacoss. 
PumapDewpui, October 15th, 1884. 


PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR. 


Some account of the circumstances in which this translation has been 
undertaken, of the plan adopted in preparing it, and of the abbrevia- 
tions used throughout, will be found prefixed to the Commentary on the 
Epistle to the Romans, which also contains a Preface specially written 
by Dr. Meyer for the English edition of his work. 

It is unnecessary here to repeat the explanations there given except in 
so far as they concern the course which I have followed in presenting to 
the English reader Dr, Meyer’s work without subtraction or addition. 
In reproducing so great a masterpiece of exegesis, I have not thought it 
proper to omit any part of its discussions or of its references—however 
little some of these may appear likely to be of interest or use to English 
scholars—because an author such as Dr. Meyer is entitled to expect that 
his work shall not be tampered with, and I have not felt myself at 
liberty to assume that the judgment of others as to the expediency of any 
omission would coincide with my own. Nor have I deemed it neces- 
sary to append any notes of dissent from, or of warning against, the views 
of Dr. Meyer, even where these are decidedly at variance with opinions 
which I hold. Strong representations were made to me that it was de- 
sirable to annex to certain passages notes designed to counteract their 
effects ; but it is obvious that, if I had adopted this course in some 
instances, I should have been held to accept or approve the author’s 
views in other cases, where I had not inserted any such caveat. The 
book is intended for, and can in fact only be used with advantage by, 
the professional scholar. Its general exegetical excellence far outweighs 
its occasional doctrinal defects; and in issuing it without note or com- 
ment, I take for granted that the reader will use it, as he ought, with 
discrimination. The English commentaries of Bishop Ellicott, Dr. 
Lightfoot, and Dr. Eadie serve admirably from different points of view— 
philological, historical, doctrinal—to supplement and, when necessary, 
to correct it; as does also the American edition of the Commentary 
in Lange’s Bibelwerk, translated and largely augmented under the super- 
intendence of Dr. Schaff. 

The translation of the present volume has been executed with care by 
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Mr. Venables, and remains in substance his work ; but, as I have revised 
it throughout and carried it through the press, it is only due to him that 
I should share the responsibility of the form in which it appears. In 
translating a work of this nature, the value of which mainly consists in 
the precision and subtlety of its exegesis, it is essential that there should 
be a close and careful reproduction of the form of the original ; but, in 
looking over the sheets, I find not a few instances in which the desire to 
secure this fidelity has led to an undue retention of German idiom. 
This, I trust, may be less apparent in the volumes that follow. 

In such a work it is difficult, even with great care, to avoid the occur- 
rence of misprints, several of which have been observed by Mr. Venables 
and myself in glancing over the sheets. Minor errors, such as the occa- 
sional misplacing of accents, it has not been thought necessary formally 
to correct. We have taken the opportunity of correcting in the transla- 
tion various misprints found in the original. The commentator referred 
to in the text as ‘‘ Ambrose’’ (from his work on the Pauline Epistles 
being frequently printed with the works of that Father) ought to have 
been designated, as in the critical notes, ‘‘ Ambrosiaster,’’ and is usually 
identified with Hilary the Deacon. 

I subjoin a note of the exegetical literature of the Epistle, which may 
be found useful. 


Wiha: 
Guascow Conic, May, 1873. 


EXEGETICAL LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE. 


[For commentaries embracing the whole New Testament, see Preface to 
the Commentary on the Gospel of St. Matthew ; for those which deal with 
the Pauline, or Apostolic, Epistles generally, see Preface to the Commentary on 
the Epistle to the Romans. The following list includes only those which con- 
cern the Epistle to the Galatians in particular, or in which that Epistle holds 
the first place on the title-page. Works mainly of a popular or practical 
character have not in general been included, since, however valuable they may 
be on their own account, they have but little affinity with the strictly exegetical 
character of the present work. Monographs on chapters or sections are gen- 
erally noticed by Meyer in loc. The reader will find a very valuable notice of 
the Patristic commentaries given by Dr. Lightfoot, 6th ed., p. 227 sqq.] 


AxeErstoot (Theodorus), Reformed minister in Holland: de Sendbrief van 
Paullus an de Galaten, 4to, Leyd. 1695 ; translated into German by 


Brussken. 4°, Bremen, 1699. 
AvRIvinLius (Olaus): Animadversiones exegeticae et dogmatico-practicae in 
Epistolam 8. Pauli ad Galatas. 4°, Halae, 1702. 
Baacs (Henry T. J.): St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians, the text revised and 
illustrated by a commentary. 8°, Lond. 1857. 
Bartus (Bartholomiaus), Professor of Theology at Greifswald : Commentarii in 
Epistolam ad Galatas. 4°, Gryphisw. 1613. 


BauMGARTEN (Sigmund Jakob), Professor of Theology at Halle: Auslegung der 
Briefe Pauli an die Galater, Ephes., Philipp., Coloss., Philem., und 


Thessal. (Mit. Beytragen von J. S. Semler). 4°, Halle, 1767. 
Betutetvus (Matthaus): Epistola Pauli ad Galatas, paraphrasi et controversia- 
rum explicatione illustrata. 8°, Halae Sax. 1617. 
BoraGer (Elias Annes), Professor of Greek and History at Leyden: Interpreta- 
tio Epistolae Pauli ad Galatas. 8°, Leyd. 1807. 
Boston (Thomas), minister of Ettrick : A Paraphrase upon the Epistle of Paul 
to the Galatians [Works, vol. vi.]. 12°, Lond. 1853. 


BrerrHaurr (Joachim Justus), Professor of Theology at Halle : Observationum 
ex Commentario Lutheri in Epistolam ad Galatas exercitationes 10 ; 
in his ‘‘ Miscellanea.” 

Brentz (Johann), Provost at Stuttgard : Explicatio Epistolae ad Galatas. 1558. 

Brown (John), D.D., Professor of Exegetical Theology to the United Presby- 
terian Church, Edinburgh : An Exposition of the Epistle of Paul to 
the Galatians. 8°, Edin. 1853. 

BuaenHacEn (Johann), Professor of Theology at Wittenberg: Adnotationes in 
Epistolas ad Gal., Eph., Philipp., Coloss., Thess., Timoth., Tit., Phi- 
lem., et Hebraeos. 8°, Basil. [1525] 1527. 


Carey (Sir Stafford), M.A.: The Epistle of the Apostle Paul to the Galatians, 
with a paraphrase and introduction. 12°, Lond. 1867. 
Carpzov (Johann Benedict), Professor of Theology and Greek at Helmstidt: 
Brief an die Galater iibersetzt. 8°, Helmstadt, 1794 
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CuanpDiER (Samuel), minister in London: A Paraphrase and Notes on the Epis- 


tles of St. Paul to the Galatians and Ephesians, . . . together with a 
critical and practical commentary on the two Epistles of St. Paul to 
the Thessalonians, 4°, Lond. 1777. 
Cuemnitz (Christian), Professor of Theology at Jena: Collegium theologicum 
super Epistolam ad Galatas. 4°, Jenae, 1656. 
Cuyrrarvs [or KocuHarre] (David), Professsor of Theology at Rostock : Enar- 
ratio in Epistolam ad Galatas. 8°, Francof. 1569. 


Cravupivus Taurinensis, Bishop of Turin, called also Altissiodorensis or Autissi- 
odorensis: Commentarius in Epistolam ad Galatas [in Magn. Bibl. 

Vet. Paty. ix.]. 
Coccesus [or Kocu] (Johann), Professor of Theology at Leyden : Commentarius 
in Epistolam ad Galatas. 4°, Lugd. Bat. 1665. 
Cretu (Johann), Socinian teacher at Racow : Commentarius in Epistolam Pauli 
ad Galatas ex praelectionibus J. Crellii conscriptus a Jon. Schlichting. 
8°, Racov. 1628. 


Eavirr (John), D.D., Professor of Biblical Literature and Exegesis to United 
Presbyterian Church, Glasgow : A Commentary on the Greek text of 
the Epistle of Paul to the Galatians. 8°, Edin. 1869, 
Exuicorr (Charles John), D.D., Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol: St. Paul’s 
Epistle to the Galatians ; with a critical and grammatical commen- 
tary, and a revised translation. ; 

. 8vo, Lond. 1854. 4th edition corrected, 1867. 

Esmanrcu (Heinrich Peter Christian) : Brief an die Galater iibersetzt. 
8°, Flensb. 1784. 


Frercuson (James), minister of Kilwinning, Ayrshire: A brief Exposition of 
the Epistles of Paul to the Galatians and Ephesians. 8°, Lond. 1659. 

Fuatt (Johann Friedrich von), Professor of Thelogy at Tibingen ; Vorlesungen 
tiber den Brief an die Galater und Epheser, herausgegeben von Ch. F. 
Kling. ? : 8°, Tubing. 1828. 

FritzscHe (Karl Friedrich August), Professor of Theology at Rostock : Com- 
mentarius de nonnullis Epistolae ad Galatas locis. 3 partes. 4°, Ros- 
toch. 1833-4 [and in Fritzschiorum Opuscula. ] 


GrynaEvus (Johann Jakob), Professor of Theology at Heidelberg : Analysis Epis- 
tolae ad Galatas. 4°, Basil. 15838. 

Gwynne (G. J.) : Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians. 
8°, Dubl. 1863. 


HaLpane (James Alexander), Edinburgh : An Exposition of the Epistle to the 


Galatians. 12°, Lond. 1848. 
HEnsiER (Christian Gotthilf), Professor of Theology at Kiel: Der Brief an die 
Galater tibersetzt mit Anmerkungen. 8°, Leip. 1805, 
Hermann (Johann Gottfried Jakob), Professor of Poetry at Leipzig : De Pauli 
Epistolae ad Galatas tribus primis capitibus. 8°, Lips. 1832. 


HincenFrexp (Adolf), Professor of Theology at Jena: Der Galaterbrief tibersetzt, 
in seinen geschichtlichen Beziechungen untersucht und erklirt. 
8°, Leip. 1852. 
Hormann (Johann Christian Konrad von), Professor of Theology at Erlangen : 
Die Heilige Schrift neuen Testaments zusammenhingend untersucht. 
II. 1. Der Brief Pauli an die Galater. 
8°, Nordlingen, 1863 ; 2te veranderte Auflage, 1872. 
HotstEn (Carl), Teacher in Gymnasium at Rostock : Inhalt und Gedankengang 
des Briefes an die Galater, 4to, Rostock 1859; also, Zum Evangelium 
des Paulus und Petrus. 8°, Rostock, 1868. 


JatHo (Georg Friedrich), Director of Gymnasium at Hildesheim : Pauli Brief 
an die Galater nach seinem inneren Gedankengange erliutert. 
8°, Hildesheim 1856, 
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Krause (Friedrich August Wilhelm), Private tutor at Vienna: Der Brief an die 
Galater ubersetzt und mit Anmerkungen begleitet. 8°, Frankf. 1788. 
Kromayer (Hieronymus), Professor of Theology at Leipzig: Commentarius in 


Epistolam ad Galatas. 4°, Lips. 1670. 
Kunap (Andreas), Professor of Theology at Wittenberg: Disputationes in 
Epistolam ad Galatas. 4°, Witteb. 1658. 


Licutroor (Joseph Barber), D.D., Professor of Divinity at Cambridge: St. 

Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians. A revised text, with introduction, 

notes, and dissertations. 8°, Lond. 1865. 6th edition, 1880. 

Locxs (John), the philosopher : A Paraphrase and notes on the Epistles to Ga- 
latians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Romans, and Ephesians, 

4°, Lond. 1733. 


Lusnineton (Thomas), M.A., Rector of Burnham-Westgate, Norfolk : A Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Galatians [said to be chiefly translated 
from Crell]. fol., Lond. 1650. 

Lutuer (Martin): In Epistolam Pauli ad Galatas Commentarius (brevior), 4to, 
Lips. 1519 ; ab auctore recognitus, 1523. In Epist. P. ad Gal. Com- 
mentarius (major) ex praelectionibus D. M. Lutheri collectus ...a 
Luthero recognitus et castigatus, 8vo, Viteb. 1535 ; jam denuo diligen- 
ter recognitus, 8vo, Viteb. 1538. Often reprinted ; translated into 
English in 1575, and often re-issued. 

Lysrr [or LrysrR] (Polycarp), Professor of Theology at Wittenberg : Analysis 
Epistolae ad Galatas. 49, Witteb. 1586. 


Marrutas (G. W.), Co-rector of Gymnasium at Cassel : Der Galaterbrief griech- 
isch und deutsch, nebst einer Erklarung seiner schwierigen Stellen. 
8°, Cassel, 1865. 
Marrures (Konrad Stephan), Professor of Theology at Greifswald : Erklirung 
des Briefes Pauli an die Galater. 8°, Greifswald, 1833. 
Mayer (Ferdinand Gregorius), Professor of Greek at Vienna: Der Brief Pauli 
an die Galater und der 2 Brief an die Thessalonicher tbersetzt mit 
Anmerkungen. 8°, Wien, 1788. 
MicHaEuts (Johann David), Professor of Philosophy at Gottingen : Paraphrase 
und Anmerkungen iiber die Briefe Pauli an die Galater, Ephes., Phil., 
Col., Thessal., Tim., Tit., Philem. 4°, Bremen und Gotting. 1750; 
2te vermehrte Auflage, 1769. 
MoLpENHAWER (Johann Heinrich Daniel), pastor at Hamburg: Brief an die 
Galater iibersetzt. 8°, Hamb. 1773. 
Morus (Samuel . Friedrich Nathanael), Professor of Theology at Leipzig: 
Acroases in Epistolas Paulinas ad Galatas et Ephesios. 
8°, Leip. 1795. 
Mouscuuvus for Mrvussuin] (Wolfgang), Professor of Theology at Berne: In 
Epistolas Apostoli Pauli ad Galatas et Ephesios commentarii. 
fol., Basil, (1561) 1569. 


Parevus [or aes (David), Professor of Theology at Heidelberg: In di- 
vinam S. Pauli ad Galatas Epistolam commentarius. 
40, Heidelb. 1613. 
Pauuus (Heinrich Eberhard Georg), Professor of Theology at Heidelberg : Des 
Apostel Paulus Lehrbriefe an die Galater und Romerchristen, wort- 
getreu ubersetzt mit erliuternden Zwischensaétzen, einem Uberblick 
des Lehrinhalts und Bemerkungen tiber schwere Stellen. 
8°, Heidelb. 1831. 
Perxmns (William), minister at Cambridge : A commentarie or exposition upon 
the five first chapters of the Epistle to the Galatians . . . Continued 
with a supplement upon the sixt chapter by Rodolfe Cudworth, B. D. 
[ Works, vol. ii.]. ms 2°, Lond. 1609. 
Prime (John), Fellow of New College, Oxford: Exposition and observations 
upon St, Paul to the Galatians. 8°, Oxf. 1587. 


Rzrrumayr (Franz Xaver), R. OC. Professor of Theology at Munich : Com- 
mentar zum Briefe an die Galater. 8°, Miinchen, 1868. 
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Riccauroun (Robert), minister at Hobkirk : Notes and Observations on the 


Epistle to the Galatians [Works, iii. ]. 8°, Edin. 1771. 
Rouuiock (Robert), Principal of University of Edinburgh : Analysis logica in 
Epistolam ad Galatas. 8°, Lond. 1602. 
Riicxert (Leopold Immanuel), Professor of Theology at Jena: Commentar 
iiber den Brief Pauli an die Galater. 8°, Leip. 1833. 


Sanpay (W.), Principal of Hatfield Hall, Durham.- The Epistle to the Gala- 
tians with a Commentary. (Handy Commentary Series, edited by 
C. J. Ellicott, D.D., Lord Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol). 16mo, 
London, Paris, and New York. 
Sarpinovux (Pierre-Auguste) : Commentaire sur l’épitre aux Galates, précédé 
d'une introduction critique. 8°, Valence, 1837. 
Scuarr (Philip), D.D., Professor of Theology at New York : An Introduction 
and comment on chapters i. ii. of the Epistle to the Galatians [in the 
Mercersburg Review, Jan. 1861]. 
Scuituine (Johann Georg); Versuch einer Uebersetzung des Briefes an die 
Galater, mit erklarenden Bemerkungen, nach Koppe. 8°, Leip. 1792. 
Scuiicut1ne (Jonas), Socinian minister at Racow. See Crell (Johann). 
Scumip (Sebastian), Professor of Theology at Strassburg: Commentarius in 
Epistolam ad Galatas. 4°, Kiloni, 1690. 
ScHMOLLER (Otto) of Urach, Wiirtemberg : Der Brief Pauli an die Galater theo- 
logisch-homiletisch bearbeitet ver Lange’s Bibelwerk], 8vo, Bielefeld 
1862 ; 2te Auflage 1865. [Translated by C. C. Starbuck, A.M. ; edited, 
with additions, by M. B. Riddle, D.D. 8°, New York and Edin. 1870. | 
Scuort (Heinrich August), Professor of Theology at Jena: Epistolae Pauli ad 
Thessalonicenses et Galatas. Textum Graecum recognovit et com- 
mentario perpetuo illustravit H. A. Schott. 8°, Leips. 1834. 
Scuiirze (Theodor Johann Abraham) : Scholia in Epistolam ad Galatas. 
4°, Gerae, 1784. 
Semier (Johann Salomon), Professor of Theology at Halle: Paraphrasis 
Epistolae Pauli ad Galatas. 8°, Halae, 1779. 
Serrpanvdo (Girolamo), Cardinal : Commentarius in Epistolam Pauli ad Galatas ; 
ad nonnullas quaestiones ex textu Epistolae catholicae responsiones. 
8°, Antv. 1565. 
SroiBerG (Balthasar), Professor of Greek at Wittenberg : Lectiones publicae in 
Epistolam ad Galatas. 49, Wittemb. 1667. 
SrrvENSEE (Adam), pastor at Altona): Erklarung des Briefes an die Galater. 
4°, Flensburg, 1764. 


Trana (August Leopold) : Pauli ad Galatas Epistola. Exposuit, etc. 
8°, Gothob. 1857. 
Turner (Samuel Hulbeart), D.D., Professor of Biblical Interpretation at New 
York: The Epistle to the Galatians in Greek and English, with an 
analysis and exegetical commentary. 8°, New York, 1856. 


Usterr (Leonhard), Professor of Theology at Berne: Commentar tiber den 
Brief Pauli an die Galater, nebst einer Beilage . . . und einigen Ex- 
cursen. 8°, Ziirich, 1833. 


Victormnvs (C. Marius), teacher of rhetoric at Rome about a.p. 360 : In Epis- 
tolam Pauli ad Galatas commentariorum libri duo [in Mai’s Scrip, Vet. 
Nov, Coll. iii. 2]. 
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PREFACE, 


Sivcs the days of Luther, who, as is well known, bestowed more es- 
pecial and repeated labor on the exposition of this than of any other 
book of the New Testament, the Epistle to the Galatians has always 
been held in high esteem as the Gospel’s banner of freedom. To it, 
and to the kindred Epistle to the Romans, we owe most directly the 
springing up and development of the ideas and energies of the Reforma- 
tion, which have overcome the work-righteousness of Romanism with all 
the superstition and unbelief accompanying it, and which will in the fu- 
ture, by virtue of their divine life once set free, overcome all fresh re- 
sistance till they achieve complete victory. This may be affirmed even 
of our present position towards Rome. For, if Paul by this Epistle in- 
troduces us into the very arena of his victory ; if he makes us witnesses 
of his not yielding, even for an hour, to the false brethren; if he bids 
us hear how he confronts even his gravely erring fellow-apostle with the 
unbending standard of divinely-revealed truth ; if he breaks all the 
spell of hypocrisy and error by which the foolish Galatians were bound, 
and in the clear power of the Holy Spirit brilliantly vindicates what no 
angel from heaven could with impunity have assailed ; how should that 
doctrine, which at this moment the sorely beset old man in the chair of 
the fallible Peter proposes to invest with the halo of divine sanction,— 
how should the érepov evayyéAzov from Rome, which it is now 
sought to push to the extremity of the most flagrant contradictio in adjecto 
—possibly issue in any other final result than an accelerated process of 
self-dissolution ? It is, in fact, the profoundly sad destiny which a 
blinded and obdurate hierarchy must, doubtless amidst unspeakable mor- 
al harm, fulfil, that it should be always digging further and further at 
its own grave, till at length—and now the goal seems approaching, 
when these dead are to bury their dead—with the last stroke of the spade 
it shall sink into that grave, to rise no more. 

The Epistle to the Galatians carries us back to that first Council of the 
Church, which at its parting could present to the world the simple and 
true self-witness : 2005e tH ayia avevpari nat yutv. How deep 
a shadow of contrast this throws not merely on the Vatican Fathers, but 
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also—we cannot conceal it—on our own Synods, when their proceed- 
ings are pervaded by a zeal which, carried away by carnal aims, forfeits 
the simplicity, clearness, and wisdom of the Holy Spirit! Under such 
circumstances the Spirit is silent, and no longer bears His witness to the 
conscience ; and instead of the blessing of synodal church-life,—so 
much hoped for, and so much subjected to question,—we meet with 
decrees, which are mere compromises of human minds very much opposed 
to each other,—agreements, over which such a giving the right hand of 
holy fellowship as we read of in this letter (ii. 9) would be a thing im- 
possible. 

In issuing for the fifth time (the fourth edition having appeared in 
1862) my exposition of this Epistle, so transcendently important alike ~ 
in its doctrinal and historical bearings, I need hardly say that I have 
diligently endeavored to do my duty regarding it. I have sought to 
improve it throughout, and to render it more complete, in accordance 
with its design ; and, while doing so, I have striven after a clearness and 
definiteness of expression, which should have nothing in common with 
the miserable twilight-haze and intentional concealment of meaning that 
characterize the selection of theological language in the present day. 
If I have been pretty often under the necessity of opposing the more 
recent expositors of the Epistle or of its individual sections, I need 
hardly give an assurance that I, on my part, am open to, and grateful 
for, any contradiction, provided only some true light is elicited thereby. 
Even if that opposition should come from the energies of youth, which 
cannot yet have attained their full exegetical maturity, I gladly adopt the 
language of the tragedian (Aeschyl. Agam. 583 f.): 


Nexdpuevoe Adyorow ovK avaivopuat* 
’Ael yap 78a Toi¢g yépovow edb pabeiv, 


Dr. MEYER. 
HAnNnover, 18th June, 1870. 
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EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 


INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. I.—THE GALATIANS. 


E HE region of Galatia, or Gallograecia,' bounded by Paphlagonia, 
Pontus, Cappadocia, and Bithynia, and having as its chief cities 

& Ancyra, Pessinus, and Tavium, derived its name fromthe Gauls.? 
For the Gallic tribes of the Tpoxuot and ToAcoroBdyor *—in conjunc- 

tion with the Germanic * tribe of the Tectosages, which, accord- 


ing to Strabo, was akin to them in language °—after invading and devastat- 
ing Macedonia and Greece (Justin. xxiv. 4) about 280 B.c., and establishing 
in Thrace the kingdom of Tyle,° migrated thence under the leadership of 
Leonorius and Lotharius to Asia, where they received a territory from the 
Bithynian king Nicomedes for their services in war. This territory they 
soon enlarged by predatory expeditions ;” although by Attalus, king of 
Pergamus, who conquered them, it was restricted to the fertile region of 
the Halys.* This powerful, dreaded,’ and freedom-loving people were 
brought into subjection to the Romans by the consul Cn. Manlius Vulso, 
189 B.c. ;" but they still for a long time retained both their Celtic cantonal 
constitution and their own tetrarchs,’? who subsequently bore the title of 


1 See generally Strabo, xii. 5. 

2 TadAdrat, which is only a later form of the 
original KeAroé or KéArac, Pausan. i. 3, 5. 

3 Strabo, /.c. p. 566. 

41 This serves to explain Jerome’s state- 
ment, based on personal experience (Prot. 
in libr. secund. comment. in ep. ad Gal.), that 
the popular language, which in his time 
was still spoken by the Galatians along 
with Greek, was almost the same (eandem 
paene) with that of the 7reviri. Now the 
Treviri were Germans (Strabo, iv. p. 194), 
and “ circa affectationem Germanicae orig- 
inis ultro ambitiosi,” ‘tin the endeavor to 
pass for Germans, very ambitious” (Tacit. 
Germ. 28). Comp. Jablonski, de lingua 
Lycaon, p. 23. See, generally, Diefenbach, 
Celtica, Stuttg. 1839 f.; Rettberg, Kirchen- 


1 


gesch. Deutschl. i. p. 19 ff. The two last, 
without adequate grounds, call in question 
the Germanic nationality of the Galatians. 
See, on the other side, Wieseler, p. 524 ff., 
and in Herzog’s Hncykl. XIX. p. 524. The 
conversion of the Galatians is the begin- 
ning of German Church-history. 

5 Caes. B. Gall. vi. 24; Memnon in Phot. 
cod. 224, p. 374. 

6 Polyb. iv. 45 f. 

7 Liv. xxxviii. 16; Flor. ii. 11; Justin. xxv. 
2; Strabo, iv. p. 187, xii. p. 566. 

8 Strabo, xii. p. 567; Liv. xxxvili. 16. 

9 Polyb. v. 53; 2 Macc. viii. 20. 

10 Flor, ii. 11. 

11 Liv, xxxviii. 12 ff. 

12 Strabo, xii. pp. 541, 567. 
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king.' The last of these kings, Amyntas (put to death 26 B.c.), owed it to 
the favor of Antonius and Augustus that Pisidia and parts of Lycaonia* and 
of Pamphylia were added to his territory.* In the year 26 Galatia, as en- 
larged under Amyntas, became a Roman province.4 

On account of the additional territories thus annexed to Galatia proper 
under Amyntas, it has been maintained that the readers of this epistle are 
not to be looked upon as the Galatians proper, but as the new Galatians, 
that is, Zycaonians (especially the Christians of Derbe and Lystra) and Pisi- 
dians.° But this view is decisively opposed both by the language of Acts 
(xiv. 6, comp. with xvi. 6, xviii. 23), in which the universally current 
popular mode of designation, not based on the new provincial arrange- 
ments, is employed ; and also by the circumstance that Paul could not have 
expressed himself (Gal. i. 2) in a more singular and indefinite way than by 
talc éxxAnoiae tHe Tadariac, if he had not meant Galatia proper, the old Gala- 
tia. Nor are any passages found in Greek authors, in which districts of 
Lycaonia or Pisidia are designated, in accordance with that extension of the 
limits of the province, by the name of Galatia. °® 

The founder of the Galatian churches was Paul himself (Gal. i. 6-8, iv. 
18 ff.) on his second missionary journey, Acts xvi. 6 (not so early as xiv. 6). 
Bodily weakness (iv. 13) had compelled him to make a halt in Galatia, and 
during his stay he planted Christianity there. Looking at the involuntary 
character of this occasion and the unknown nature of the locality to which 
his first work in the country was thus, as it were, accidentally directed, it 
might appear doubtful whether in this case he followed his usual rule, as 
attested in Acts, of commencing his work of conversion with the Jews ; 
but we must assume that he did so,” for the simple reason that he would be 
sure to seek the shelter and nursing, which in sickness he needed, in the 
house of one of his own nation : comp. on iv. 14. Nor was there any want 
of Jewish residents, possibly in considerable numbers, in Galatia (as we may 
with reason infer from Joseph. Antt. xii. 3. 4, xvi. 6. 2, as well as from the 
diffusion of the Jews over Asia generally ; not, however, from 1 Pet. i. 1); 
although from the epistle itself it is evident® that the larger part, indeed 


1Cic. p. rege Deiotaro; Vellei. ii. 84; 
Appian, v. p. 11355 Plut. Andé. 61. 


Encykl. TV. p. 687 f.; Contzen, Wanderungen 
der Celten, Leip. 1861. 


2 Not the whole of Lycaonia, particularly 
not the south-eastern portion and Iconium. 
See Riickert, Magaz. I. p. 98 ff. 

3 Dio Cass. xlix. 32, lili. 26; Strabo, xii. 
p. 569. 

4Dio Cass, liii. 26; Strabo, xii. p. 569. 
See generally, in addition to the Commen- 
taries and Introductions, Wernsdorf, de 
republ. Galatar., Norimb. 1748; Hoffmann, 
Introd. theol. crit. in lect. ep. P. ad Gal. et 
Col., Lips. 1750; Schulze, de Galatis, 
Francof. 1756; Mynster, Hint. in d. Brief an 
d. Gal.,in his ki. theol. Schr., Kopenh. 1825, 
p. 49 ff.; Hermes, rerum Galaticar. speci- 
men, Vratisl. 1822; Baumstark, in Pauly’s 
Realencykl. 1. 604 ff. ; Riietschi, in Herzog’s 


5 Joh. Joach. Schmidt (in Michaelis); 
Mynster, /.c. p. 58 ff. ; Niemeyer, de temp. 
quo ep. ad Gal. etc., GOtt. 1827; Paulus, in 
the Heidelb. Jahrb. 1827, p. 636 ff., and Lehr- 
briefe an d. Gal. u. Rom. p. 25 ff. ; Ulrich, in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1836, ii.; Bottger, Bettr. 
land 3; Thiersch, Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. 
p. 124. 

® See Riicxert, Magaz. I. p. 105 f.; Anger, 
de ratione temp. p. 182 ff. ; Wieseler, Chronol. 
d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 281 f.,and on Gal. p. 530 ff. 

7 As also Neander, de Wette, Wieseler, 
and most others assume, in opposition, 
however, to Schneckenburger (Zweck d. 
Apostelgesch. p. 104), Baur and Hilgenfeld. 

8 See sec. 2. 
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the great majority, of its readers’ consisted of Gentile Christians. The ar- 
guments from the Old Testament (together with a partially rabbinical mode 
of interpretation), which Paul nevertheless employs, were partly based on 
the necessary course of the apostolic preaching which had to announce 
Christ as the fulfilment of Old Testament promises, as well as on the ac- 
quaintance with the Old Testament which was to be presupposed in all 
Christian churches ;? partly suggested to the apostle by the special subject 
itself which was in question ;* partly justified, and indeed rendered neces- 
sary, by the fact that the apostle—who must, at any rate, have taken notice 
of the antagonistic teachers and the means of warding off their attack—had 
to do with churches which had already for a time been worked upon by 
Judaists and had thus been sufficiently introduced to a knowledge of the 
Old Testament. The supposition of Storr, Mynster,‘ and Credner, that 
great part of the Galatian Christians had been previously proselytes of the 
gate, appears thus to be unnecessary, and is destitute of proof from the epistle 
itself, and indeed opposed to its expressions ; see on iv. 9. 


SEC. II.—OCCASION, OBJECT, AND CONTENTS OF THE 
EPISTLE. 


Judaizing Christian teachers with Pharisaic leanings (comp. Acts xvi. 1) 
—emissaries from Palestine (not unbelieving Jews ; Michaelis, Hinl.)—had 
made their appearance among the Galatian churches after Paul, and with 
their attacks upon his apostolic dignity (i. 1, 11, ii. 14), and their assertion 
of the necessity of circumcision for Christians (v. 2, 11, 12, vi. 12 f.), which 
involved as a necessary consequence the obligation of the whole law (v. 3), 
had found but too ready a hearing, so that the Judaizing tendency was on 
the point of getting the upper hand (i. 6, iii. 1, 3, iv. 9 ff., 21, v. 2 ff., 7). 
Now the question is, whether these anti-Pauline teachers—who, however, 
are not, on account of v. 12, vi. 13, to be considered either wholly or in part 
as proselytes *°—made their appearance before,® or not till after,” the second 
visit of the apostle (Acts xviii. 23 ; see sec. 3). From i. 6, iii. 1, it is evi- 
dent that Paul now for the first time has to do with the church as actually 
perverted ; he is surprised and warmly indignant at what had taken place. 
Nevertheless it is evident, from i. 9, v. 3, iv. 16, that he had already spoken 
personally in Galatia against Judaizing perversion, and that with great earn- 
estness. We must therefore assume that, when Paul was among the Gala- 
tians for the second time, the danger was only threatening, but there already 
existed an inclination to yield to it, and his language against it was conse- 
quently of a warning and precautionary nature. It was only after the apos- 
tle’s departure that the false teachers set to work with their perversions ; and 


1 Not the whole, as Hilgenfeld thinks; other hand, Hilgenfeld, p. 46 f. 


comp. Hofmann. 6 Credner, Riickert, Schott, Hilgenfeld, 
2 Comp. on iv. 21. Reuss, Wieseler, and others. 
8 See sec. 2. 7Neander, de Wette, Hofmann, and 
“Te, p. 76. others, 


5 Neander, Schott, de Wette; see, on the 
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although they did not get so far as circumcision (see on iv. 10), still they 
met with so much success,’and caused so much disturbance of peace (v. 15), 
that the accounts came upon him with all the surprise which he indicates in 
The Gy ote, Lee 

In accordance with this state of things which gave occasion to the letter, 
it was the object of Paul to defend in it his apostolic authority, and to bring 
his readers to a triumphant conviction of the freedom of the Christian from 
circumcision and the Mosaic law through the justification arising from God’s 
grace in Christ. But we are not entitled to assume that ‘‘in the liveliness 
of his zeal he represented the matter as too dangerous;”’* the more especially 
as it involved the most vital question of Pauline Christianity, and along 
with it also the whole personal function and position of the apostle, who 
was divinely conscious of the truth of his gospel, and therefore must not be 
judged, in relation to his opponents, according to the usual standard of 
‘‘narty against party.” * 

As regards contents, (1) the apologetico-dogmatic portion of the epistle 
divides itself into two branches : (a) the defence of the apostolic standing 
and dignity of Paul, ch. i. and ii., in connection with which the foundation 
of Christian freedom is also set forth in ii. 15-21 ; (0) the proof that the 
Christian, through God’s grace in Christ, is independent of circumcision and 
Mosaism, ch. iii. and iv. Next, (2) in the hortatory portion, the readers 
are encouraged to hold fast to their Christian freedom, but also not to mis- 
use it, ch. v. Then follow other general exhortations, ch. vi. 1-10; and 
finally an energetic autograph warning against the seducers (vi. 11-16), 
and the conclusion. The idea that the epistle is the reply to a letter of in- 
formation and inquiry from the church,® is neither based on any direct evi- 
dence in the epistle itself (how wholly different is the case with 1 Cor. !) nor 
indirectly suggested by particular passages (not even by iv. 12); and such 
an assumption is by no means necessary for understanding the course and 
arguments of the epistle. 


SEC. III.—TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION—GENUINENESS. 


The date of composition may be gathered from iv. 18, compared with 
Acts xvi. 6, xviii. 23. From einyyediodunv iuiv 7d mpdtepov, iv. 18, it is most 
distinctly evident: that, when Paul wrote, he had already twice visited Ga- 
latia and had preached the gospel there. The constant use of evayyeAileodar 
to denote oral preaching precludes us from taking ° 7d zpérepov as said with 
relation to his present written instruction. Those, therefore, are certainly 
in error who assume that the epistle was composed after the jirst visit of 
the apostle, whether this first visit be placed correctly at Acts xvi. 67 or 


1 To the extent, at any rate, of an obsery- 4 Baur, Paulus, I. p. 282, ed. 2. 

ance of the Jewish feast-days and seasons 5 Hofmann. 

(iv. 10). 6 With Grotius, and Keil, Anal. IV. 2, 
2 Comp. also Ewald, p. 54; Lechler, apost. p. 70. 

Zeitalt. p. 383. 7 Michaelis. 


3 De Wette. 
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erroneously at Acts xiv. 6.’ As regards the latter, Keil has indeed asserted 
that in ch. i. and ii. Paul continues his history only down to his second 
journey to Jerusalem, Acts xi. 30 ; that he does not mention the apostolic 
conference and decree, Acts xv.;? and that in this epistle his judgment of 
Mosaism is more severe than after that conference. But the journey, ii. 1, 
is identical with,that of Acts xv. (see the commentary); his omission to men- 
tion the apostolic conference and decree * is necessarily connected with the 
self-subsistent position—wholly independent of the authority of all the other 
apostles, and indeed recognized by the ‘‘ pillars” themselves (ii. 9 f.)—which 
Paul claimed for himself on principle in opposition to Judaizing efforts. 
Therefore neither in the First Epistle to the Corinthians (viii. 1 ff., x. 23 ff.), 
nor in that to the Romans (ch. xiv.), nor anywhere else, does he take any 
notice of the Jerusalem decree.4 Assured of his own apostolic indepen- 
dence asa minister of Christ directly called and furnished with the revelation 
of the gospel for the Gentile world in particular, he has never, in any point 
of doctrine, cited in his favor the authority of other apostles or decrees of 
the church ; and he was least likely to do so when, as in the present 
case, the matter at stake was a question not merely affecting some point of 
church-order, but concerning the deepest principles of the plan of salva- 
tion.° Moreover, the first three injunctions of that decree in particular 
(Acts xv. 29) agree so little with the principle of full Christian liberty, con- 
sistently upheld in the letters of the apostle, that we must suppose the decrec 
to have speedily—with his further official experience acquired after the coun- 
cil—lost altogether for him its provisional obligation. It is, further, a mis- 
take to apply 7 mepiywpoc, Acts xiv. 6, to Galatia, as, besides Keil, also 
Koppe, Borger, Niemeyer, Mynster, Paulus, Béttger, and others, have done; 
for this zepiywpoc can only be the country round Lystra and Derbe, and it is 
quite inadmissible to transfer the name to the Lycaonian region (see sec. 1). 
Lastly, in order to prove a very early composition of the letter, soon after 
the conversion of the readers, appeal has been made to oftw rayéuc, 1. 6, but 
without due exegetical grounds (see the commentary); and indeed the men- - 
tion of Barnabas in ii. 13 ought not to have been adduced,° for a personal 
acquaintance of the readers with him (which they must certainly have made 
before Acts xv. 39) is not at all expressed in it. If, in accordance with all 
these considerations, the epistle was not written after the first visit to Gala- 
tia,—a date also inconsistent with the fact that its contents presuppose a 


1 Keil. 

2 Comp. also Ulrich, /.c. 

3 Against the opinion that the unhistori- 
cal character of the narrative of the apos- 
tolic council and decree may be inferred 
from our epistle (Baur, Schwegler, Zeller, 
Hilgenfeld), see on Acts xv. 15 f. The 
Tiibingen school believe that in this epistle 
they have found ‘‘ the Archimedean point 
of their task ” (Hilgenfeld, in the Zettschrift 
J. histor. Theol. 1855, p. 484). 

4 This uniform silence as to the decree in 
«! the epistles shows that that silence in 


our epistle must not be explained either 
by the presumed acquaintance of the Gala- 
tians with it (Schaff, p. 182), or by the idea 
that the apostle was unwilling to supply 
his opponents with any weapon against him 
(Ebrard). 

5“ Wis word as Christ’s apostle for the 
Gentiles must be decree enough for them ” 
(Thiersch, Airche im apost. Zettalt. p. 130. 
See also Wieseler, in Herzog’s Hncykl. XIX. 
p. 528). 

¢ Koppe. 
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church-life already developed, and an influence of the false teachers which 
had already been some time at work—and if the first visit of the apostle is 
to be placed, not at Acts xiv. 6, but at Acts xvi. 6,* followed by the second 
visit confirming the churches, Acts xviii. 23, then most modern expositors, 
following the earlier, are right in their conclusion that the epistle was not 
composed until after Acts xviii. 23.7 We must reject the views, which place 
the date of composition between Acts xvi. 6 and Acts xviii. 23, as maintained 
by Grotius (on i. 2), Baumgarten, Semler,’ Michaelis, Koppe, Storr, Borger, 
Schmidt, Mynster, or which carry the epistle back to a date even before the 
apostolic conference, as held by Beza, Calvin, Keil, Niemeyer, Paulus,‘ Bott- 
ger,° Ulrich. 

As we cannot gather from the relative expression obtw rayéuc (i. 6) how 
soon after Acts xviii. 23 the epistle was composed, the year of its composi- 
tion cannot be stated more precisely than (see Introd. to Acts) as about 56 or 
57.5 Hphesus appears to be the place from which it was written ; for Paul 
proceeded thither after his second labors in Galatia (Acts xix. 1). So Theo- 
phylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, and most modern expositors. Riickert, 
however, following Hug, maintains that Paul wrote his epistle very soon 
after his departure from Galatia, probably even on the journey to Ephesus ; 
but, on the other hand, the passage iv. 18 indicates that after the apostle’s 
departure the Judaists had perverted the churches which he had warned 
and confirmed, and some measure of time must have been required for this, 
although the perversion appears still so recent that there is no adequate 
reason for postponing the composition of the epistle to the sojourn of the 
apostle at Corinth, Acts xx, 3.7 

The usual subscription, which is given by the old codd. B**, K, L, says 


1J%t has been objected, indeed, that on 
this journey Paul only confirmed the 


ten in the year 51, after the first missionary 
journey of the apostle. Bdéttger has re- 


churches, which presupposes an earlier 
conversion (Acts xv. 36 ff., xvi. 5). But 
Acts xvi. 6 begins a new stage in the his- 
torical narrative, and Phrygia and Galatia 
are separated from those places to which 
the confirming ministry referred. Nor is it 
to be said that in Acts xvi. 6 Paul was with- 
held by the Spirit from preaching in Gala- 
tia. For the hindrance by the Spirit 
affected not Galatia, but the regions along 
the coast of Asia Minor. See on Acts xvi. 6. 

2 So Bertholdt, Eichhorn, Hug, de Wette, 
Winer, Hemsen, Neander, Usteri, Schott, 
Riickert, Anger, Credner, Guericke, Ols- 
hausen, Wieseler, Reuss, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, 
Bleek, Hofmann, and others. 

3 On Baumg. p. 895, not in the Paraphr. 

4 According to Paulus, the apostle wrote 
to the New- Galatians (see sec. 1), whom he 
converted at Acts xiv. 6 and visited for the 
second time (Gal. xiv. 18) at Acts xiv. 21. 

5 According to Bottger (Beitr. 3, § 1-11), 
the epistle is addressed to the New- Galatians 
(Lycaonians and Pisidians), and was writ- 


peated Keil’s arguments, and has added 
fresh ones, which are untenable. See their 
copious refutation by Riickert, Magaz. I. 
p. 112 ff. 

6 From the remarkable difference in the 
positions which have been assigned to our 
letter in the history of the apostle—Marcion 
(in Tertull. ¢. Mare. 5, and in Epiph. Haer. 
xlii. 9), and subsequently Michaelis, Baum- 
garten, Koppe, Schmidt, Keil, Mynster, 
Niemeyer, Paulus, Ulrich, making it the 
very jirst, and Schrader and Kohler, the 
very last of the Pauline epistles,—it was 
natural that the year of composition should 
be fixed at the most various dates, even 
apart from the differences of reckoning as 
to the Pauline chronology. In consequence 
of this divergence of opinion as to its his- 
torical position, the statements as to the place 
of composition have necessarily been very 
various (Troas, Corinth, Antioch, Ephesus, 
Rome). 

7 Bleek conjecturally. 
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éypddy and ‘Pune $ and Jerome; Theodoret, Euthalius, and the Syrian 
church, as afterwards Baronius, Flacius, Salmasius, Estius, Calovius, and 
others, held this opinion, which arose simply from a misunderstanding of 
iv, 20, vi. 11, and especially vi. 17, and was quite unwarrantably supported 
by ii. 10 (comp. with Rom. xv. 28), Nevertheless, recently Schrader? and 
KGhler,’ the latter of whom exceeds the former in caprice, again date the 
epistle from Rome. * 

The genwineness is established by external testimony ‘— although the 
apostolic Fathers contain no trace in any measure certain, and Justin’s 
writings only a probable trace, of the letter *—as well as by the completely 
and vividly Pauline cast of the writer’s spirit and language. It is thus 
so firmly established, that, except by Bruno Bauer’s wanton ‘‘ Kritik” 
(1850), it has never been, and never can be, doubted. The numerous énter- 
polations which, according to Weisse,* the apostolic text has undergone, 
depend entirely on a subjective criticism of the style, conducted with an 
utter disregard of external critical testimony. 


1 ip. 216 ff. 

3 Abfassungzeit der epistol. Schriften, p. 
125 ff. 

8’ For the refutation of which their argu- 
ments are not worthy, see Schott, Hrorte- 
rung, pp. 68 ff., 41 ff., 116 ff. ; Usteri, p. 222 ff. 

4Tren. Haer, iii. 6.5, iii. 7. 2, iii. 16. 3, v. 
21. 1; Tatian, in Jerome; Clem. Alex. 
Strom. iii. p. 468, ed. Sylb. ; Tertull. de prae- 
ser. 6, et al.; Canon Murat., Valentinus in 
Irenaeus, Marcion. 

5 Even in Polycarp, Phil. 5, comp. Gal. vi. 
7, there may be a quite accidental similar- 
ity of expression. Lardner appealed to 


Clem. ad Cor. i. 49; Ignat. ad Philad. 1, ad 
Magnes. 8; Just. Mart. ad Graec. p. 40, ed. 
Colon, and discovered in these passages 
allusions to Gal. i. 4, i. 1, v. 4, iv. 12. There 
appears to be an actual allusion to this last 
passage in Justin, where it runs: yiveoOe as 
éyw' OTe KayH Hunv ws duets, “Become as I, 
because I was as you.” The probability of 
this is increased by the fact that Justin soon 
afterwards uses the words, €¢x@pa:, pecs, 
SAos, epOetar, Ovuol, kal Ta Gmota TovToLs, 
which look like an echo of Gal. vy. 20 f. 

6 Beitrdge zur Krit. d. Paulin. Briefe, 
edited by Sulze, 1867, p. 19 ff. 
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Tlaviov émiotoAn mpos Tadatas. 


A BK X, and many min., also Copt., give simply rpo¢ Taddrac, which—doubt- 
less the earliest superscription—is adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 3. 7u6v] is wanting only in min., Damasc. Aug. (once) ; while A, min., 
Copt. Arm. Vulg. ms. Chrys. Ambrosiast. Pel. Ambr. (once), Fulg. place it after 
matpéc. But as in the other epistolary salutations there is no 7uov after kvpiov, 
it was sometimes omitted, sometimes moved to the position, which it holds in 
the other epistles, after matpé¢ (Rom. i. 7; 1 Cor. i. 3; 2 Cor. i. 2, et al.). — 
Ver. 4. nepi] Elz. has [with B, 8***] izép, in opposition to A DEF GKL &, 
and many min., also Or. Theophyl. Oec. This external evidence is decisive, 
although Paul has written }7ép 1. duapr. in 1 Cor. xv. 3. — Ver. 6. Xpicroi] is 
wanting in F G, Boern. Tert. (twice), Cypr. (twice), Lucif. Victorin. But ac- 
cording to the erroneous (although very ancient) connection of Xporov with 
Kadécavtoc, Xpiotov, since the kadeiv is God’s, could not but give offence ; and 
hence in 7, 43,52, Theodoret, Or., it is changed for Oe0v. — Ver. 10. ei érc] Elz. 
Scholz have e ydp érz. But yap is wanting in A B D* F G* 8, min., Copt. 
Arm. Vulg, It. Cyr. Damasc. and Latin Fathers, and has been inserted for the 
sake of connection. — Ver. 11. Instead of dé, B D*¥ F G &**, 17, 213, It. Vulg. 
and Fathers have ydp. The latter has mechanically entered from the use of the 
same word before and after (vv. 10, 12). S*** has restored dé. — Ver. 12. 
Instead of vire, A D* F G 8, min, and Greek Fathers have ovdé. So Lachm. 
A mechanical error of copying after the previous oidé. —- Ver. 15. 6 Oedc] after 
eidox. is wanting in B FG, 20, and many vss. and Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm. 
and Schott ; deleted by Tisch. ; rejected justly also by Ewald and Wieseler. 
An explanatory addition. — Ver. 17. av7i$ov] B D E F G, 46, 74, Syr. p. 
(in the margin), Bas., have ar726ov. So Lachm. and Schott, while Elz. Tisch., 
following AKL & Chrys. Vulg. Clar. have av7A0ov. Certainly av7A6ov has 
the appearance of interpolation, suggested as well by the direction of the 
journey (comp. dvaBaivew eic Tepooor.) as by ver. 18.— Ver. 18. Instead of 
Ilérpov, supported by Elz., following DF K L &8*] A B 8, min., Syr. Erp. Copt. 
Sahid. Aeth. Syr. p. (in the margin) have Kngdv. Approved of by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. Scholz, Schott, Tisch. The Hebrew name, both here 
and also in ii. 9, 11, 14, was supplanted by the Greek as a gloss ; hence in ii. 7, 
8, where Paul himself wrote the Greek name, the variation Knddc does not 
occur. We must not assume that the reading Ky¢dv arose through several 
Fathers, like Clem. Al. in Eus. i. 12, being unwilling to refer the unfavorable 
account in ii. 11 ff. to the Apostle Peter (Winer), because otherwise the Hebrew 
name would only have been used from ii. 11 onwards, 


OREN Wing alle 9 


ContEents.—After the apostolic address and salutation (vv. 1-5), Paul 
immediately expresses his astonishment that his readers are so soon falling 
away to a false gospel; against the preachers of which he utters his 
anathema, for he seeks to please God, and not men (vv. 6-10). Next, he 
assures them that his gospel is not of men, for he had not received it from 
any man, but Christ had revewled it to him (vv. 11, 12). In order to con- 
firm this historically, he appeals to his pre-Christian activity in persecution 
and to his Jewish zeal at that time (vv. 13, 14), and gives an exact account 
of his journeys and abodes from his conversion down to his formal acknowl- 
edgment on the part of the original apostles ; from which it must be evident 
that he could be no disciple of the apostles (vv. 15-24). 

Ver. 1. ’Améotorog obk an’ avOodrwv oddé Ov avOparov, GAAG k.t.2.] Thus does 
Paul, with deliberate incisiveness and careful definition, bring into promi- 
nence at the very head of his epistle his (in the strictest sense) apostolic 
dignity, because doubt had been thrown on it by his opponents in Galatia. 
For by ov« an’ avOpéruv he denies that his apostleship proceeded from men 
(causa remotior, ‘‘the more remote cause”), and by ovdé dv’ avOp. that it came by 
means of a man (causa medians, ‘the mediate cause”), [See Note L., p. 37. ] 
It was neither of human origin, nor was a man the means of conveying it.’ On 
aré, comp. also Rom. xiii. 1. To disregard the diversity of meaning in the two 
prepositions,’ although even Usteri is inclined to this view (‘‘ Paul meant to 
say that in no respect did his office depend on human authority’’), is all the 
more arbitrary, seeing that, while the two negatives very definitely separate 
the two relations, these two relations cannot be expressed by the mere 
change of number.* This in itself would be but a feeble amplification of 
the thought, and in order to be intelligible, would need to be more dis- 
tinctly indicated (perhaps by the addition of roAAdv and évoc), for otherwise 
the readers would not have their attention drawn off from the difference of 
the prepositions. Paul has in the second instance written not dv3pérwv again, 
but avpdrov, because the contrast to d? avSpdrov is dia "Inoov Xpiotov. [See 
Note IL, p. 37.] It was not a man, but the exalted Christ, through whom 
the divine call to the apostleship came to Paul at Damascus 3 atric 6 deondrnc 
ovpavoSev éexddecev ovk avdporw xpnoduevoc brovpyo, Theodoret. And this 
contrast is quite just : for Christ, the incarnate Son of God, was indeed as 
such, in the state of His self-renunciation and humiliation, dvSpwroc (Rom. 
v. 15 ; 1 Cor. xv. 21), and in His human manifestation not specifically dif- 
ferent from other men (Phil. ii. 7; Gal. iv. 4 ; Rom. viii. 8) ; but in His 
state of exaltation, since He is as respects His whole divine-human nature 
in heaven (Eph. i. 20 ff. ; Phil. ii. 9, iii. 20, 21), He is, although subor- 
dinate to the Father (1 Cor. iii. 23, xi. 3, xv. 28, e¢ al.), partaker of the 
divine majesty which He had before the incarnation, and possesses in His 
whole person at the right hand of God divine honor and divine dominion. ‘ 


1 Comp. Bernhardy, pp. 222, 236; Winer, any man ;” comp. Bengel, Semler, Morus, 
p. 390. Rosenmiller. 
2 Semler, Morus, Koppe, and others. 4 Comp. generally, Usteri, Lehrdegr. p. 327 ; 
3 Koppe, ‘‘non hominum, ne cujusquam Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 306. 
quidem hominis,” ‘not of men, not even of 


co 
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[See Note III., p. 37.] —xai Oeov rarpéc] Following out the contrast, we 
should expect kat ard Oot ratp. But availing himself of the variety of form 
in which his idea could be set forth, Paul comprehends the properly two- 
fold relation under one preposition, since, in point of fact, with respect to 
the modification in the import of the dd, no reader could doubt that here 
the principle cause is conceived also as mediate. As to this usage of dvd in 
popular language, see on 1 Cor. i. 9. Christ is the mediate agent of Paul’s 
apostleship, inasmuch as Christ was the instrument through which God 
called him ; but God also, who nevertheless was the principal cause, may 
be conceived of under the relation of 6:4 (comp. iv. 7 ; Lachmann), inas- 
much as Christ made him His apostle, ot« dvev Ocod rarpéc, but, on the con- 
trary, through the working of God, that is, through the interposition of the 
divine will, which exerted its determining influence in the act of calling 
(comp; 1 Cor, i51/;°2 Cor.4,1 3 Eph. a. 7s" Cok. a4 1) Timid eee (hime. 
1.)!— The words Oeov warpé¢ (which together have the nature of a proper 
name: comp. Phil. ii. 11; Eph. vi. 23; 1 Pet. i. 2), according to the 
context, cf. Rom. vi. 4, present God as the Father of Jesus Christ, not as 
Father generally (de Wette ; comp. Hilgenfeld), nor as ovr Father (Paulus, 
Usteri, Wieseler). [See Note IV., p. 37.] The Father is named after the 
Son by way of climax (comp. Eph. v. 5): in describing the superhuman 
origin of his apostleship Paul proceeds from the Higher to the Highest [see 
Note V., p. 88], without whom (see what follows), Christ could not have 
called him. Of course the calling by Christ is the element decisive of the 
true drooroAy (Wieseler); but it would remain so, even if Paul, advancing 
to the more definite agent, had named Christ after God. The supposition 
of a dogmatic precaution (Theodoret, iva pA tic irordBy brovpydv elvac tod 
matpoc Tov vidv, ebpov tpookelpevoy TO did, émfyaye Kad Oeov matpéc, ‘‘In order 
that no one might suppose that the Son is the subordinate of the Father, 
after having used the adjacent dvd, he added kai Oeov rarpdc ;” comp. Chry- 
sostom, Calovius, and others) would be as irrelevant and inappropriate as 
Riickert’s opinion is arbitrary, that Paul at first intended merely to write 
dua ’I, X., and then added as an after-thought, but inexactly (therefore 
without a76), kat Geo matpdc. — Tov éyeipavtoc adtov éx vexpov] For Paul was 
called to be an apostle by the Christ who had been raised up bodily from 
the dead by the Father (1 Cor. xv. 8, ix. 1; Acts ix. 22, 26); sothat these 
words involve a historical confirmation of that kat @eob rarpéc in its special 
relation as thoroughly assuring the full apostolic commission of Paul :? they 
are not a mere designation of God as originator of the work of redemption (de 
Wette), which does not correspond to the definite connection with dréo- 
todoc. According to Wieseler, the addition is intended to awaken faith 
both in Jesus as the Son and in God as our reconciled Father. But apart 
from the fact that the Father is here the Father of Christ, the idea of recon- 
ciliation does not suggest itself at this stage ; and the whole self-description, 


1 Comp. Plat. Symp. p. 186 EB, ca rod God 2 Comp. Beyschlag in Stud. u. Krit, 1864, 
TovTov KkuBepvarac, and Rom. xi. 36, d:’ avrod Pp. 225, 
74a navta; Winer, p. 354 f. 
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which is appended to MaiAoc, is introduced solely by his consciousness of 
JSull apostolic authority: it describes by contrast and historically what in 
other epistles is expressed by the simple kAyrd¢ aréorodoc. The opinion that 
Paul is pointing at the reproach made against him of not having seen Christ, 
and that he here claims the pre-eminence of having been the only one 
called by the evalted Jesus (Augustine, Erasmus, Beza, Menochius, Estius, 
and others), is inappropriate, for the simple reason that the resurrection 
of Christ is mentioned in the form of a predicate of ‘God (not of Christ). 
This reason also holds good against Matthies (comp. Winer), who thinks 
that the divine elevation of Christ is the point intended to be conveyed. 
Chrysostom and Oecumenius found even a reference directed against the 
validity of the Mosaical law, and Luther (comp. Calovius) against the trust in 
one’s own righteousness, [See Note VI., p. 38. ] 

Ver. 2. Kat of obv éuoi révtec adeAdoi] adeAgoi denotes nothing more than 
Jfellow- Christians ; but the words ody éuoi place the persons here intended in 
special connection with the person of the apostle (comp. ii. 3 ; Phil. iv. 
21) : the fellow-Christians who are in my company. This is rightly under- 
stood as referring to his travelling companions, who were respectively his 
official assistants, at the time,” just as Paul, in many other epistles, has con- 
joined the name of official associates with his own (1 Cor. i. 1 ; 2 Cor. i. 1; 
Phil. i. 1; Col. i, 1; 1 Thess. i. 1 ; 2 Thess. i. 1). Instead of mentioning 
their names,* which were perhaps known to the Galatians at least in part— 
possibly from his last visit to them (Acts xviii. 23) or in some other way— 
he uses the emphatic rdvrec (which, however, by no means implies any very 
large number, as Erasmus and others, including Olshausen, have supposed), 
indicating that these brethren collectively desired to address the very same 
instructions, warnings, exhortations, etc., to the Galatians, whereby the 
impressive effect of the epistle, especially as regards the apostle’s opponents, 
could not but be strengthened, and therefore was certainly intended to be so 
- strengthened (comp. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jerome, Erasmus, Calvin, and 
others). At the same time, there is no need to assume that his opponents 
had spread abroad the suggestion that some one in the personal circle of 
the apostle did not agree with him in his teaching (Wieseler) ; actual indi- 
cations of this must have been found in the epistle. Others have thought 
of all the Christians in the place where he was then sojourning (Erasmus, Estius, 
Grotius, Calovius, and others ; also Schott). This is quite opposed to the 
analogy of all the other epistles of the N. T., not one of which is composed 
in the name of a church along with that of the writer. It would, in that 
case, have been more suitable that Paul should have either omitted oy éuoi 
(comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 20), or expressed himself in such a way as to intimate, 
not that the church was oiy avré, but that he was oty avroic. To refer it 
(with Beza) to the office-bearers of the church, is quite arbitrary ; for the 


1 Calvin, Morus, Semler, Koppe, Borger ; mayr. 


comp. Ellicott. 3 Which indeed he might have done, even 
2 Comp. Pareus, Hammond, Semler, Mi- if the epistle had been, as an exception, 
chaelis, Morus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Winer, written by his own hand (but see on vi. 11) ; 


Paulus, Riickert, Usteri, Wieseler, Reith- so that Hofmann’s view is erroneous. 
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readers could not recognize this in civ éuoi without further explanation. -— 
raic éxxAnolace ti¢ Tadar.| consequently a circular epistle to the several inde- 
pendent churches. The relations of the churches were different in Achaia : 
see on 1 Cor. i. 2; 2 Cor.i.1. The fact that Paul adds no epithet of honor 
(as KAntoic dyiowe, ‘‘ called to be saints,” or the like) is considered by Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, and by Winer, Credner, Olshausen (comp. 
Riickert), Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, a sign of indignation. Comp. Grotius, 
‘“quia coeperant ab evangelio declinare,” ‘‘ because they were beginning to 
decline from the gospel.” And justly so ; because it is in keeping with the 
displeasure and chagrin which induce him afterwards to refrain from all 
such favorable testimony as he elsewhere usually bears to the Christian be- 
havior of his readers, and, on the contrary, to begin at once with blame 
(ver. 6). In no other epistle, not even in the two earliest, 1 and 2 Thess., 
has he employed an address so abrupt, and one so unaccompanied by any 
complimentary recognition ; it is not sufficient, therefore, to appeal to the 
earlier and later ‘‘ usage of the apostle” (Hofmann). 

Ver. 3. Oot ratpéc] refers here, according to the context, to the Chris- 
tians, who through Christ have received the viodecia. See iv. 26 ff.; Rom. 
viii. 15.— See, further, on Rom. i. 7. 

Ver. 4. This addition prepares the readers thus early for the recognition 
of their error ; for their adhesion to Judaism was indeed entirely opposed 
to the aim of the atoning death of Jesus. Comp. ii. 20, il. 13 ff. ‘‘ See 
how he directs every word against self-righteousness,”” Luther’s gloss. [See 
Note VII., p. 38]. — rod dévroc éavrdy] that is, who did not withhold (é¢eicaro, 
Rom. viii. 32), but surrendered Himself, namely, to be put to death.’ This 
special application of the words was obvious of itself to the Christian con- 
sciousness, and is placed beyond doubt by the addition wept r. auapr. ju. 
Comp. Matt. xx. 28; Eph. v. 25; Tit. ii. 14; 1 Tim. ii. 6; 1 Macc. vi. 
44; and Wetstein in loc. — repi tov duapt. ju.] im respect of our sins (Rom. 
vill. 3), on account of them, namely, in order to atone for them. See Rom. iii. 
23 ff. ; Gal. iii. 12 ff. In essential sense vepi is not different from irép,? 
and the idea of satisfaction is implied, not in the signification of the prep- 
osition, but in the whole nature of the case.? As to epi and inép in 
respect to the death of Jesus, the latter of which (never epi) is always used 
by Paul when the reference to persons is expressed, see further on 1 Cor. i. 
13, xv. 3. —érwe &FéAntrar nuac x.t.A.| Hnd, which that self-surrender was to 
attain. The éveorac aiév is usually understood as equivalent to 6 aidy ovtoc, 6 viv 
aiév, ‘this world, the present world.” Certainly in practical meaning éveordc¢ 
may denote present (hence in the grammarians, 6 évectdc ypdvoc, tempus 
praesens), but always only with the definite reference suggested by the literal 


1Comp. Clem. Cor. I. 49, rd aiua avrod see Buttmann, /nd. ad Mid. p. 188; Schaef- 


éSwkev Umrép juov, “His blood He gave for 
you.’ For instances from Greek authors 
of éSwxev éavtov, see Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. 
p. 348. 

21 Pet. iii. 18; Matt. xxvi. 28; Heb. x. 26, 
xiii. 11; Xen. Mem. i. 1. 17; Eur. Alc. 176, 
comp. 701; Hom. J/7. xii. 248, comp. i. 444; 


er, App. Dem. I. p. 190; Bremi, ad Dem. Ol. 
p. 188, Goth. 

3 Hom. Jl. i. 444: PoiBw .. . exatouByy petar 
Umép Aavady, “to offer a hecatomb to Phoe- 
bus, for the benefit of the Danai,”’ 6p’ iracs- 
meoda avaxta, ‘to appease the king.” 


| 
. 
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signification, setting im, that is, im the course of entrance, that which has 
already begun.' Now, as this definite reference of its meaning would be 

uite unsuitable to designate the aidy ovtoc, because the latter is not an aeon 
Just begun, but one running its course from the beginning and lasting until 
the\xapovoia ; and as elsewhere Paul always describes this present aidv as the 
aidv ovtog (Rom. xii. 2; 1 Cor. i. 20 ; and frequently : comp. 6 viv aidn, 
1 Tim. vi. 17 ; 2 Tim. iv. 10 ; Tit. ii. 12), we must explain it as the period of 
time which is already in the act of setting in, the evil time which has already 
begun, that is, the time immediately preceding the rapovoia, so that the aid» 
éveotéc is the last part of the aidv oitoc. [See Note VIIL., p. 38.] — This aidv 
éveotéc is not only very full of sorrow through the dolores Messiae (see on 
1 Cor. vii. 26), to which, however, the ethical rovypéc in our passage does 
not refer ; but it is also in the highest degree zmmoral, inasmuch as many 
fall away from the faith, and the antichristian principle develops great 
power and audacity (2 Thess. ii. 3 ff. ; 1 Tim. iv. 1 ff. ; 2 Tim. iii. 1 ff. ; 2 
Pet. iii. 3; Jude 18; 1 John ii. 18 ; Matt. xxiv. 10-12).2 On that account 
this period of time is pre-eminently 6 aidy rovypdc. With his idea of the 
nearness of the tapovoia, Paul conceived this period as having then already 
begun (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 7), although its full development was still in re- 
serve (2 Thess. ii. 8). Accordingly, the same period is here designated 6 
ai@y éveoréc Which in other places is called xacpo¢ éoyaroc (1 Pet. i. 5), éoyarae 
juépac (Acts 1. 17; 2 Tim. iii. 1), éoydty dpa (1 John ii. 18), and in Rab- 
binic YP. or PO or ODT NN (Isa. ii, 2; Jer. xxiii, 20; Mic. iv. 1).* 
Christ, says Paul, desired by means of His atoning death to deliver us out of 
this wicked period, that is, to place us out of fellowship with it [see Note IX., 
p- 38], inasmuch as through His death the guilt of believers was blotted out, 
and through faith, by virtue of the Holy Spirit, the new moral life—the life 
in the Spirit—was brought about in them (Rom. vi. 8). Christians have be- 
come objects of God’s love and holy, and as such are now taken out of that 
aidy zovnpéc, so that, although living in this aiév they yet have nothing in 
common with its rovypia.* The ééAnra:, moreover, has the emphasis and is 
accordingly prefixed. For how antagonistic to this separation, designed by 
Christ, was the fellowship with the aidv rovypdc into which the readers had 
relapsed through their devotion to the false teachers !—Observe, moreover, 
that the aidv rovnpdc forms one idea, and therefore it was not necessary to 


4 It is therefore self-evident how unjust is 
the objection taken by Hilgenfeld to our 


1 So not merely in passages such as Dem. 
255. 9, 1466. 21 ; Herodian, ii. 2. 3; Polyb. i. 


75.2; 3 Esd. v. 47, ix. 6; 8 Mace. i. 16, but 
also in Xen. Hell. ii. 1.5; Plat. Legg. ix. p. 
878; Dinarch. i. 93; Polyb. i. 83. 2, i. 60. 9, 
vii. 5. 4; 2 Mace. iii. 17, vi. 9; comp. Schweig- 
hauser, Lex. Polyd. p. 219; Dissen, ad Dem. 
de Cor. p. 350. So also universally in the 
N. T, Rom. viii. 88; 1 Cor. iii. 22, vii. 26; 2 
Thess. ii. 2 (comp. 2 Tim. iii. 1; Heb. ix. 9). 

2 Comp. Usteri, Z.c. p. 348 ff.; Liicke and 
Huther on 1 John ii. 18. 

3 See Schoettgen, Hor. ad 2 Tim. iii. 1. 


interpretation, that it limits the Redeemer’s 
death to this short period of transition. 
This the apostle inno way does, but he 
portrays redemption concretely, displaying 
the whole importance and greatness of its 
salvation by the force of strongest contrast. 
This remark also applies to Wieseler’s ob- 
jection. Comp. Barnabas, Zp. 10, where 
the righteous man, walking in this world, 
tov &ytov aiava. éxdéxerat, ‘looks forward to 
the holy world.” 
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repeat the article before rovypoi (as Matthias contends).’—xard 10 SéAnua 
x.t.A.] strengthens the weight of the drug ééAyra: «.t.2., to which it belongs. 
Comp. Eph. i. 4 f. ; Col. i. 13 f. The salvation was willed by God, to whom 
Christ was obedient (Phil. ii. 8) ; the reference of. xara r. eA. x.7.2. to the 
whole sentence from rov dévrog onwards’ is less simple and unnecessary. The 
connection with rovypov*® would only be possible, if the latter were predica- 
tive, and would yield an idea entirely paradoxical. —r. Ocov x. ratp. 7h. ] 
of God, who (through Christ) is our Father. Comp. Phil. iv. 20; 1 Thess. 
i. 8, iii. 11, 18. As to the cai, comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 24 ; Eph. i. 3 : from the 
latter passage it must not be concluded that 7juéyv belongs also to Ocov.‘ The 
more definite designation x. ratp. jay conveys the motive of the 3éAnua, love. 

Ver. 5. Tothe mention of this counsel of deliverance the piety of the apostle 
annexes a doxology. Comp. 1 Tim. i. 17; Rom. ix. 5, xi. 36, xvi. 27 ; 
Eph. iii. 21. — 7 déga] that is, the honor due to Him for this 3éAnua. We 
have to supply ei7, and not éort (Vulgate, Hofmann, Matthias), which és in- 
serted (Rom. i. 25 ; 1 Pet. iv. 11) where there is no doxology. So in the 
frequent doxologies in the apostolic Fathers, ¢.g. Clement, Cor. I. 20, 38, 
43, 45, 50, 58.° 

Ver. 6. Without prefixing, as in other epistles, even in those to the Cor- 
inthians, a conciliatory preamble setting forth what was commendable in his 
readers, Paul at once plunges im mediam rem. He probably wrote without 
delay, immediately on receiving the accounts which arrived as to the falling 
away of his readers, while his mind was still in that state of agitated feeling 
which prevented him from using his customary preface of thanksgiving and 
conciliation,—a painful irritation (rvpotya:, 2 Cor. xi. 29), which was the 
more just, that in the case of the Galatians, the very foundation and sub- 
stance of his gospel threatened to fall to pieces. — Savudfo] often used by 
Greek orators in the sense of surprise at something blameworthy.° In the 
N.T., comp. Mark vi. 6 ; John vii. 21 ; 1 John iii. 18. — oirw rayéwe] so very 
quickly, so recently, may denote either the rapid development of the apostasy 
(comp. 2 Thess. ii. 2; 1 Tim. v. 22; Wisd. xiv. 28), as Chrysostom (oidé 
xpévov déovrac of aratavrec buac x.T.A.), Theophylact, Koppe, Schott, de Wette, 
Windischmann, Ellicott, Hofmann, Reithmayr understand it ; or its early oc- 
currence (1 Cor. iv. 19 ; Phil. ii. 19, et al.), whether reckoned from the last 
visit of the apostle (Bengel, Flatt, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler) or from the conver- 
sion of the readers (Usteri, Olshausen). The latter is preferable, because it 
corresponds with a6 rot kadécavrtoc x.t.2., whereby the time of the calling is 
indicated as the terminus a quo. Comp. iii. 1-8. [See Note X., p. 38 seq. ] This 
view is not inconsistent with the fact that the epistle was written a consider- 
able time after the conversion of the readers ; for, at all events, they had 
been Christians for but a few years, which the otro rayéuc¢ as a relative idea 
still suits well enough, By their werariSeoda: they showed themselves to be 


1 See Kriger, § 57. 2. 3. 5 Comp. the eustomary evAoynrés, sc. ely, at 

2 Bengel, Wieseler, probably also Hof- Rom. ix. 5; Eph. i.3. See, further, on Eph. 
mann. Hi. 27. 

3 Matthias. 5 Dem. 349. 3; Sturz, Lew, Xen. Il. p. 511; 


4 Hofmann. Abresch, Diluc. Thuc. p. 309. 
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mpdoxarpor (Matt. xiii. 21), and this suprises the apostle. As to obrw, comp. 
on iii. 8. — verariveode] perariSym, to transpose, in the middle, to alter one’s 
opinion, to become of another mind, and generally to fall away.’ It 
might also be understood in a passive sense (Theodorus of Mopsuestia, 
ustatid., not perdyeo¥e, is used : bc éxl aypbywv, ‘as to the faint-hearted ;” 
Beza, ‘‘verbum passivum usurpavit, ut culpam in pseudo-apostolos 
derivet,” ‘‘He has employed a passive verb, in order to cast the blame 
upon the false apostles”). But the use of the middle in this sense is 
the common one ; so that the passive sense, and the nicety which, accord- 
ing to Beza, is involved in it, must have been more definitely indicated to . 
the reader in order to be recognized. The present tense denotes that the 
readers were still in the very act of the falling away, which began so soon 
after their conversion. According to Jerome, the word itself is in- 
tended to convey an allusion to the name Galatia : ‘‘ Galatia enim transla- 
tionem in nostra lingua sonat,” ‘‘for in our tongue, Galatia means trans- 
ferral” ama ; hence 943, m3, carrying away). Although approved by 
Bertholdt, this idea is nevertheless an empty figment, because the thing sug- 
gested the expression, and these Hebrew words denote the peratideoda in 
the sense of evile.? But from an historical point of view, the appeals of 
Grotius and Wetstein to the fickleness of the Gallic character? are not 
without interest as regards the Galatians. — ard rob xadécavtoc bude év yapite 
X.]* The rot xatécarvto¢ is not to be taken with Xpvcrot, as Syr., Jerome, 
Erasmus (in the version, not in the paraphrase and annotations), Luther, 
Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and others, also Morus and Flatt, understand it ; 
against which may be urged, not (with Matthies and Schott) the want of 
the article before Xpioroi (see on Rom. ix. 5 ; comp. also 1 Pet. i. 15), but 
the fact that the calling into the kingdom of the Messiah is presented by 
Paul (and the apostles generally) so constantly as the work of God, that we 
must not deviate from this analogy in explaining the words.°® Thence, also, 
row xadéo. is not to be taken as neuter, and referred to the gospel (Ewald) ; 
but 6 cadéoac is God, and Xpicrow belongs to év yapitr, from him who has 
called you through the grace of Christ. [See Note XI. p. 39.] Ev yapure 
Xptorow is instrumental ; for the grace of Christ (Acts xv. 11; Rom. v. 15 ; 
2 Cor. viii. 9 ; Tit. iii. 6 : comp. also Rom. xvi. 20 ; 2 Cor. xii. 9, xiii. 13 ; 
Philem. 25), viz., the favor of Christ unmerited by sinful men, according to 
which He gave up His life to atone for them (comp. ver. 4), is that by which, 
i.e., by the preaching of which, the divine calling reaches its subjects ; comp. 
Acts xiv. 8, xx. 24. So xadeiy with év, 1 Cor. vii. 15 ; Eph. iv. 4 ; 1 Thess. 
iv. 7 ; to which passages the interpretation ‘‘ on the ground of grace”® is not 
suitable. Others take év for eic ;7 so that by brevity of language év, indicat- 


1 With eis, App. Hisp. 17; Ecclus. vi. 8; 4 On and, away from, comp. 2 Mace. vii. 
with mpdés, Polyb. xxvi. 2.6. See Wetstein 24; and see generally, Kiihner, § 622 c. 
in loc. ; Kypke, II. p. 273; Ast. ad Plat. de 5 See on Rom. i. 6; and Weiss, Bibl. Theol. 
Leg. p. 497; from the LXX., Schleusner, p. 387. 
sv. ; and from Philo, Loesner, p. 325. ® Wieseler. 
2 See Gesenius, Zhes. I. p. 285. 7 Vulgate, Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrose, 
8 Caes. B. Gall. iii. 19, iv. 5, ii. 1, iii. 10. Beza, etc., also Borger and Riickert. 
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ing the result of the direction, includes within it this also ; see Winer, 
p. 388. This is unnecessarily forced, for such a constructio praegnans in Greek 
and in the N. T. is undisputed only in the case of verbs of motion (as 
épyeodat, elovévat, turinterv, x.7.2.).' In point of sense, moreover, this view is 
liable to the objection that the «Agow always refers to the Messianic kingdom,? 
and the grace of Christ is that which procures the Messianic cwrnpia (Rom. v. 
15, et al.), and not the curnpia itself. On the absence of the article before 
ydpitt, see Winer, p. 118 f.—Observe, moreover, how the whole mode of 
setting forth the apostasy makes the readers sensible of its antagonism to 
God and salvation ! Comp. Chrysostom and Theodoret. — ei¢ érepov evayy] 
to a gospel of a different kind, from that, namely, which was preached to you 
when God called you. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 4. The contrast is based on the 
previous designation of their calling as having taken place év ydpite Xpioroi 
(not somehow by the law),—a statement clearly enough indicating the spe- 
cific nature of the Pauline gospel, from which the nature of the Judaistic 
teaching, although the Galatians had likewise received the latter as the 
gospel for which it had been passed off, was withal so different (érepov). 
Comp. ver. 8. 

Ver. 7. The expression just used, ei¢ érepov evayyédvov, was a paradoxical 
cne, for in the true sense there is only one gospel : it seems to presuppose 
the existence of several evayyéjta, but only serves to bring into clearer light 
the misleading efforts of the Judaists, and in this sense the apostle now 
explains it. — 6 ob« gori GAAo, et uh x.T.A] which érepov evayyéduov, to which ye 
have fallen away, 7s not another, not a second gospel, alongside of that by 
means of which ye were called (d/o, not érepov again), except there are certain 
persons who perplea you, etc. That is, this érepov evayyédsov is not another by 
the side of the former, only there are certain persons who perplex you ; so that 
in this respect only can we speak of érepov evayyéduov as if it were an di20.° 
It must be observed that the emphasis is laid first on ov« and then on dAAo ; 
so that, although Paul has previously said ei¢ érepov evayyéduov, he yet guards 
the oneness of the gospel, and represents that to which he applied the 
words érepov evayy as only the corruption and perversion of the one (of the ciayy. 
Tov Kadéoavtoc tua év ydpite Xpiorov). Thus ¢i yf retains its general meaning 
nisi, unless, without any need to assume (with Matthies) an abbreviation for 
él py GAAo éotl dvd ToUTO, Ste Twé¢ eloww ol Tapdcoortec x.T.A., ‘‘ unless there is 
another, for the reason that there are some who disturb you.” * The two em- 


1Comp. also Hartung, wéber d. Kas. p. 
68 f. 

21 Thess. ii. 12; 1 Tim. vi. 12; 2 Thess. ii. 
14; 1 Pet. v. 10; Rev. xix. 9, e al. ; also 
1 Cor. i. 9, and passages such as Col. iii. 15; 
1 Thess. iv. 7. 

3 So in substance Wieseler and Hoffmann; 
comp. Matthias. 

4 Fritzsche, ad Mare. vi. 5, takes «i u7 
ironically, and tiwés in the well-known 
sense, people of importance (see on Acts v. 
36, and Hermann, ad Viger. p. 731): ‘‘ nist 
Jorle magni est fucienda eorum auctoritas, 


qui,” etc., “‘ unless perchance their influence 
is to be highly esteemed, who,” etc. But 
the article which follows renders this inter- 
pretation not at all necessary (see below). 
Besides, in this sense Paul uses unly the 
neuter (see ii. 6, vi. 3; 1 Cor. iii. 7). Lastly, 
he is fond of designating false teachers, 
adversaries, etc., as tuvés, that is, guidam, 
quos nominare nolo, ‘some whom I am 
unwilling to mention.” (Hermann, ad 
Viger. 1.c.). See1 Cor. iv. 18; 2 Cor. iii. 1; 
Gal. ii. 12.1 Cor. xv. 12; 1 Tim. i. 38. 


CHAP. I., 7. iy 


phatic words érepov and dAdo preserve, however, their distinction in sense: 4A20 
meaning absolutely another, that is, a second likewise existing (in addition 
to the one gospel); and érepov one of another kind, different. [See Note XII., 
p- 39.] The interpretation most generally received? connects 6 ob« éotiv GAAO 
merely with eiayyéAcov,* and for the most part understands ei v4 adversatively, 
** Neque tamen est ulla alia doctrina de Jesu Christo vera ; sunt vero homines,” 
“nor is any other doctrine of Jesus Christ true ; but there are men,” etc., 
Koppe. Against this interpretation may be urged, first, the fact that érepov 
previously had the chief emphasis laid -n it, and is therefore quite unwar- 
rantably excluded from the reference of the relative which follows , second- 
ly, that Paul must have logically used some such expression as 17 dvto¢ 42.200; 
and lastly, that « 4 never means anything else than nisi, unless, not even in 
passages such as ii. 16 ; Matt. xii. 4 (see on this passage) ; Luke iv. 26: 1 
Cor. vii. 17 ; and Rev. ix. 4, xxi. 27.4 Others, as Calvin, Grotius (not Calo- 
vius), Homberg, Winer, Riickert, Olshausen, refer 6 to the whole contents of 
bre obTw tTayxéwc . . . evayyédiov, ‘‘ quod quidem (se. vos deficere a Christo) non 
est aliud, nisi, etc., the case, viz., your departure from Christ is not otherwise 
than.” ° But by this interpretation the whole point of the relation, so Paul- 
ine in its character, which 6 ov« éori dAdo bears to érepov, is lost ; and why 
should the more special explanation of the deficere a Christo be annexed in 
so emphatic a form, and not by a simple ydp or the like ? Lastly, Schott ® 
regards 6 ov« gory dAdo as a parenthesis, and makes ei wf rwvec x.7.2. depend on 
Savudlw x.t.A.; So that that, which is expressed in the words Vavudlu x.7.A., 
by ei uh tevec x.t.A. ‘‘limitibus circumscribatur proferenda defectionis causa, 
qua perpendenda illud Savuafew vel minuatur vel tollatur,” ‘‘is circumscribed 
by limits to set forth the cause of the defection, by weighing which the 
Savudfev is either diminished or removed.” This is incorrect, for logically 
Paul must have written éatyatov dv. . . et uh tivec yoav ; and with what 
arbitrary artifice 4 ovx éorw dAdo is thus set aside, and, as it were, aban- 
doned, and yet the reference of the 6 to the emphatic érepov is assumed ! — 
ol rapdcoovtec tuac] The participle with the article designates the rivé¢ as 
those whose characteristic was the rapdocew of the Galatians, as persons who 
dealt in this, who were occupied with it.” [See Note XIII., p. 39.] On 
tapdocey, in the sense of perplexing the faith and principles, comp. here 


1 Grepov Kat avduotor, “different and dis- 
similar.” Plat. Conv. p.186 B. Dem. 911.7; 
Soph. Phil. 501, O. C.1446; Ken. Andab. vi. 4. 
8 (and Kriigerinloc.); Wisd. vii. 5 ; Judith 
viii. 20. In the N. T., comp. especially 
1 Cor. xii. 8-10, xv. 40; 2 Cor. xi. 4; Acts 
iv. 12; also 1 Cor. xiv. 21; Rom. vii. 23 ; Mark 
xvi. 12; Luke ix. 29. Comp. also the ex- 
pression érepov mapa 7, Stallbaum, ad Plat. 
Phaed. p.'71 A., Rep. p. 387 E. 

2 Peschito, Chrysostom,Oecumenius, The- 
odoret, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Beza, 
Wolf, Bengel, and many others ; also Mo- 
rus, Koppe, Borger, Flatt, Usteri, de Wette, 
Hilgenfeld, Reithm. 


2 


3 So already the Marcionites, who proved 
from this passage that there was no other 
gospel than theirs! See Chrysostom én Joc. 

4 Comp. Hom. Od. xii. 325 f., o¥Sé Tus @AAos 
yiyver’ érett’ avénwy, et wy Evpds te Notos Te, 
“no other wind then arose, save only the 
east and the south,” and the passages in 
Poppo, ad Thue. IIl. 1, p. 216. 

5 Winer. 

® So also Cornelius 4 Lapide. 

7 Comp. the very usual eiciv ot A€yovtes; 
also Luke xviii. 9; Col. ii. 8. See generally 
Winer, p. 104; Kriiger, § 50. 4.3; Fritzsche, 
Quaest. Luk. p. 18; Dissen, a@ Dem. de Cor. 
p. 238, 
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and v. 10, especially Acts xv. 24; Ecclus. xxviii. 9. — Kal Sédovte¢ uetao- 
rpéwac] ‘‘re ipsa non poterant, volebant tamen obnixe,” ‘ they really were 
not able, yet they earnestly wished it,” Bengel ; ‘‘volwnt . . . sed non valent,” 
‘‘they wish, but are not capable,” Jerome. On the other hand, the rapdc- 
cew of the Galatians actually took place. —The article before rap. refers to 
Séovtec as well.! — peraorpépar, to pervert, that is, to alter so that it acquires 
an entirely opposite nature.? — 1d evayy. tov X.] see generally on Mark i. 1. 
The genitive is here not auctoris, of the author, but, as expressing the spe- 
cific characteristic of the one only gospel in contradistinction to those who 
were perplexing the Galatians, objecti, the genitive of the object (concerning 
Christ). This is evident from ver. 6, where év yapit: Xprorov indicates the 
contents of the gospel. 

Ver. 8. ’AAAd, not but, as an antithesis to oi« tor dAdo (Hofmann), 
which has already been fully disposed of by ei yy «.7.4. It is rather the 
however confronting most emphatically the tuvé¢ eiow oi tapdooortec K.7.A. 
‘“‘There are some, etc. ; whoso, however, so behaves, let him be accursed !” 
This curse pronounced by the apostle on his opponents is indirect, but, 
because it is brought about by a conclusion a majori ad minus, all the more 
emphatic. —xat édv] to be taken together, even in the case that.* — jpeic] 
applies primarily and chiefly to the apostle himself, but the ovy éuoi ravrec 
ddeAgot (ver. 2) are also included. [See Note XIV., p. 39.] To embrace in 
the reference the associates of the apostle in founding the Galatian churches * 
is premature, for these are only presented to the reader in the eiyyyedodpeda 
which follows. — dyyedoc¢ é& obpavoi} to be taken together : an angel obpavdéder 
cataBdc (Hom. Jd. xi. 184). Comp. dyyerou év otpavé, Matt. xxii. 30. [See 
Note XV., p. 39.] If Paul rejects both his own and angelic authority—con- 
sequently even the supposed superhuman intervention (comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 1)— 
with reference to the case assumed, as accursed,*° every one without exception 
(comp. doric¢ av 7, V. 10) is in the same case subject to the same curse. The 
certainty, that no other gospel but that preached by the apostle to his 
readers was the true one, cannot be more decisively confirmed. — rap’ 6 
ernyyedto. tyiv] This 6, which is not to be explained by evayyéAcov,® is simply 
that which, namely, as the context shows, the contents of the gospel ; 
‘“‘beyond that which we,” etc.’ This may mean either praecterquam, 
“besides,” ® or contra, ‘‘against.”°® For the two meanings, see Matthiae, 
p. 1881 ; Winer, p. 377. In earlier times a dogmatic interest was involved 
in this point : the Lutherans, in order to combat tradition, laying the stress 


1 See Seidler, ad Hur. El. 429; Fritzsche, there is judgment even to them.” 


ad Matth. p. 52; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 
19. 

2 Comp. LXX. 1 Sam. x. 9; Ecclus. xi. 31; 
Hom. J. xv. 208 ; Dem, 1082. 1. 

>See Herm. ad Viger. p. 832; Hartung, 
Partikell. I. p. 140 f. 

4 Hofmann. 

5 Comp. Ignatius, ad Smyrn. 6, where it 
is said even of the angels, éav uy miotevowou 
eis Td aiva Xprotod, Kakeivors Kpiois éativ, 
“unless they believe in the blood of Christ, 


6 Schott, Flatt, Hofmann. 

7 Bernhardy, p. 259. 

§ Vulgate, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, The- 
ophylact, Erasmus, Beza,Caloyius, Rambach, 
Reithm. and others. : 

*So Theodoret and the older Catholics, 
Grotius, and many others; also Winer, 
Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Wieseler, Hof- 
mann. 
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on praeterquam ; and the Catholics, to protect the same, on contra.’ The 
contra, or more exactly, the sense of specific difference, is most suitable to the 
context (see ver. 6, érepov evayyéA.). Comp. Rom. xvi. 17. [See Note XVI., 
p. 39.] — eimyyeAodueda tiv] that is, ‘I and my companions at the 
time of your conversion” (comp. rapeAdBete, ver. 9). The emphasis, 
however, lies on rap’. —dvddena toto] Let him be subject to the divine 
wrath and everlasting perdition (01), the same as xatdpa and éx-caréparoc, , 
iii, 13; see on Rom. ix. 3. The opposite, vi. 16. To apply it? to 
he idea of excommunication subsequently expressed in the church ®* by the 
word avaSeua, is contrary to the usage of the N. T. (Rom. ix. 3; 1 Cor. 
xii, 3, xvi. 22), and is besides in this passage erroneous, because even a 
false-teaching angel is supposed in the protasis, Comp., on the contrary, 
v. 10, Baordos: 76 Kpiua ; 2 Thess. i. 9. See generally the thoroughly excel- 
lent discussion of Wieseler, p. 39 ff. Mark, moreover, in the use of the 
preceptive rather than the mere optative form, the expression of the apos- 
tolic é£ovcia, Let him be! 

Ver. 9. Again the same curse; * but now the addition of an allusion to an 
earlier utterance of it increases still more its solemn earnestness. — d¢ mpoer- 
phxauev| is referred: by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Luther, Erasmus, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, and most of the earlier exposi- 
tors, also Flatt, Winer, Matthies, Neander, to ver. 8. But in this case Paul 
would have written merely dc eipjxauev, rad Aéyo, or simply radu épo, as in 
Phil. iv. 4. The compound verb rpoeipjxayev (v. 21 ; 2 Cor. vii. 3, xiii. 2 ; 
1 Thess. iv. 6) and xa? apr: point necessarily to an earlier time, in contrast to 
the present. Hence the Peschito, Jerome,’ Semler, Koppe, Borger, Riickert, 
Usteri, Schott, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, 
Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr, and others, rightly take it as indi- 
cating the presence of the apostle among the Galatians at the time when he 
uttered this curse; comp. yv. 3. We must, however, look upon this 
presence as the second and not the jirst visit; ° for the expression in the form 
of curse betrays an advanced stage of the danger, and not a merely prophylac- 
tic measure. —xal apte mad Aéyw| apodosis, ‘‘so say I also now (at the 
present moment) again ;” so that wad thus glances back to the time to 


which the po applied. Riickert regards 6¢. . . Aéyw together as the protasis 
(comp. Ewald), in which case the proper apodosis, so it is in fact, before 
el tic Would be wanting. Or rather, if dc... Aéyw were the protasis, et ric bude 


. dvdd_ewa ioro would be the real apodosis. But why introduce at all 
such a forced departure from the separation, which presents itself so natu- 
rally, and is so full of emphasis, of o¢. . . 7éyw into protasis and apodosis ? 
The reference of zpoecpfx. to an earlier time is certain enough ; and dprv, 
now, in the sense of the point of time then present, is very usual in Greek 
authors’ and in the N. T. — ¢ ric uae «.t-A.] Paul does not here, as in ver. 


1 See Calovius and Estius. liberately,” Bengel. 

2 Rosenmiiller, Baumgarten-Crusius,comp. 5 Comp. Augustine, who leaves a choive 
also Grotius and Semler. between the two views. 

3 Suicer, Zhes. I. p. 270. ® Hofmann. 


4“ Deliberate loquitur,” ‘‘he speaks de- 7 Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 18 ff. 
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8, again use éd4v with the subjunctive, but on account of the actual occur- 
rence puts the positive ei, thus giving to his utterance a climactic character, 
as in Acts v. 88 f.!— As to evayyeAileoda with the accusative,? which does 
not occur elsewhere in Paul’s writings, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 268. — 
rapeAdBere] often used of that which one gets through instruction.* It 
may, however, denote either to take (actively), as in 1 Cor. xv. 1; 1 John 
i. 11; Phil. iv. 9; or to receive (passively), as in ver. 12 ; 1 Thess. ii. 13 ; 
1 Cor. xv. 3, etal. The latter is preferable here, as a parallel to eiyyyedicapueta 
juiv in ver. 8. 

Ver. 10. Paul feels that the curse which he had just repeated twice 
might strike his readers as being repulsive and stern ; and in reference 
thereto he now gives an explanatory justification (yap) of the harsh language. 
[See Note XVIL., p. 39.] He would not have uttered that dva3eyua toro, if 
he had been concerned at present to influence men in his favor, and not 
God, etc. — dpr:] has the chief emphasis, corresponds to the dpr: in ver. 9, 
and is therefore to be understood, not, as it usually is,* in the wider sense of 
the period of the apostles Christian life generally, but® in reference to the 
present moment, as in ver. 9, just as apr: always in the N. T., corresponding 
to the Greek usage of the word, expresses the narrower idea modo, nunc 
ipsum, but does not represent the wider sense of viv (ii. 20 ; 2 Cor. v. 16; 
Matt. xxvi. 58, et al.), which is not even the case in the passages in Lobeck, 
p. 20. Hence, often as viv in Paul’s writings covers the whole period from 
his conversion, apr: is never used in this sense, not even in 1 Cor. xiii. 12. 
The latter rather singles out from the more general compass of the viv the 
present moment specially, as in the classical combination viv apri.* Now, 
Paul would say, just now, when he is induced to write this letter by the 
Judaizing reaction against the very essence of the true and sole gospel 
which he upheld,—now, at this critical point of time—it could not possibly 
be his business to conciliate men, but God only.7— avSpdrouc] is quite 
general, and is not not to be restricted either to his opponents® or other- 
wise. [See Note XVIII., p. 40.] The category, which is pointed at, is 
negatived, and thus the generic avdpér. needed no article.° — reidw] per- 
suadeo, whether by words or otherwise. The word never has any other 
signification ; but the more precise definition of its meaning results from the 
context. Here, where that which was repulsive in the preceding curse is 
to receive explanation, and the parallel is (yré dpéoxecv, and where also the 
words 7 rov Ody must fit in with the idea of zeitw, it denotes, as often in 


““we have 
The 


1See on the passage; Luke xiii. 9; 
Winer, p. 277; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 190; 


gelium praedicavimus vobis,” 
preached the Gospel unto you.” 


Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 93 B. Comp. 
2 Cor. xii. 20, 21, uyimws — pyjmws — py. 

2The studied design which Bengel dis- 
covers in the alternation between wuip (ver. 
8) and vas (ver. 9), ‘“‘evangelio aliquem 
instruere convenit insultationi falsorum 
doctorum,”’ ‘‘ to instruct one in the Gospel 
is harmonious with the insolent conduct 
of the false teachers,” is groundless. For 
they might say just as boastingly, ‘‘ evan- 


change in the words is accidental. 

3 See Kypke, IT. p. 222. 

4 And by Wieseler also. 

5So Bengel, de Wette, Ellicott, Hofm.., 
Eadie. 

® Plat. Polit. p. 291 B, Men. p. 85 C. 

7 Comp. Hofmann. 

8 Hofmann. 

® Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 619. 18; 
Sauppe, ad Xen. Mem. i. 4, 14. ‘ 
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classical authors,’ to win over, to-conciliate and render friendly to oneself 
(Acts xii. 20, and Kypke thereon).? Lastly, the present tense expresses, I 
am occupied with it, I make it my business.2 Our explanation of meio sub- 
stantially agrees with that of Chrysostom, Theophylact, Flacius, Hammond, 
Grotius, Elsner, Cornelius & Lapide, Estius, Wolf, Zachariae, Morus, Koppe, 
and others ; also Borger, Flatt, Winer, Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Schott, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Ewald (who, however, restricts 
the reference of 7 rdv Gedy, which there is nothing to limit, to the day of 
judgment), Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr, and others. The interpreta- 
tions which differ from this, such as ‘‘ humana suadeo or docco, an divina,” 
**Do I advise or teach things human or divine ;” * or ‘‘ swadeone secundum 
homines an secundum Deum,” ‘‘Do I advise according to men or God,” thus 
expressing the intention and not the contents ;° or ‘‘ swadeone vobis, ut homini- 
bus credatis an ut Deo,” ‘‘DoI advise you to believe men or God,’® are 
contrary to the meaning of the word : for rei¥evv tiva always means persua- 
dere alicui, ‘‘to persuade some one,” and’is not to be identified with reitecv 
te (Acts xix. 8, xxviii. 23), placing the personal accusative under the point 
of view of the thing. —# (yré avdpéroue apéoxewv] or do I strive to be an 
object of human goodwill ?— not tautological, but more general than the 
preceding. The stress which lies on avd pdrove makes any saving clause on the 
part of expositors’ appear unsuitable. Even by his winning accommodation 
(1 Cor ix. 19 ff., x. 15) Paul sought not at all to please men, but rather God.*® 
—elt ite avdpdroe jpeckov x.t.x.]| contains the negative answer to the 
last question. The emphasis is placed first on dv8pérow, and next on 
Xpioros: ‘If I still please men, if I were not already beyond the pos- 
session of human favor, but were still well-pleasing to men, I should 
not be Ohrist’s servant.” According to de Wette, ér: is intended to affirm 
nothing more than that, if the one existed, the other could no longer 
exist. But in this case érv must logically have been placed after oi«. The 
truth of the proposition, ei érz «.r.A., in which avdpér. is not any more than 
before to be limited to Paul’s opponents (according to Holsten, even including 
the apostles at Jerusalem), rests upon the principle that no one can serve 
two masters (Matt. vi. 24), and corresponds to the ovat of the Lord Himself 
(Luke vi. 26), and to His own precedent (John vi. 41). But how decidedly, 
even at that period of the development of his apostolic consciousness, Paul 
had the full and clear conviction that he was an object, not of human good- 
will, but of human hatred and calumny, is specially evident from the Epistles 
to the Corinthians composed soon afterwards; comp., however, even 1 Thess. 


ii. 4 ff. 


1 Nagelsbach zur Ziias. i. 100. 

2 Comp. especially on reidev dedv, Pind. 
Ol. ii. 144; Plat. Pol. iii. p. 390 H, ii. p. 364 
C; Eur. Med. 964; also the passages from 
Josephus in Krebs. 

3 See Bernhardy, p. 370. 

4 Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Vatablus, Goma- 
rus, Cramer, Michaelis. 

5 Calvin. 


In this he recognized a mark of the servant of God and Christ 


6 Piscator, Pareus, Calixtus; so also in 
substance, Holsten, z. Hvang. d. Paul. u. 
Petr, p. 332 ff., and Hilgenfeld. 

7 As, for example, Schott, ‘‘ de ejusmodi 
cogitari studio hominibus placendi, quod 
Deo displiceat,” “‘ of such thought as by the 
endeavor to please men would displease 
God.” 

®§ Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 4. 
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(2 Cor. vi. 4 ff., xi. 23 ff.; 1 Cor. iv. 9). The avdparose apéckerv is the result 
of tyreiv avOpdroiwe apéoxerv, and consequently means to please men, not to 
seek to please or to live to please them, as most expositors, even Riickert, 
Usteri, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius,’ quite arbitrarily assume, although 
apart from the context the words might have this meaning.’ — Xpsotoi dobAoc 
ovx dv juny] is understood by most expositors, following Chrysostom, in- 
cluding Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Paulus, Schott, Riickert, ‘‘so should I 
now be no apostle, but I should have remained a Jew, Pharisee, and perse- 
cutor of Christians ;” taking, therefore, Xpucrov dovAoc in an historical sense. 
But how feeble this idea would be, and how lacking the usual depth of the 
apostle’s thought !_ No; Xporov dovdoc is to be taken in its ethical character :* 
‘“‘ Were I still well-pleasing to men, this would exclude the character of a 
servant of Christ, and I should not be such an one ; whom men misunder- 
stand, hate, persecute, revile.” As to the relation, however, of our passage 
to 1 Cor. x. 82, see Calovius, who justly remarks that in the latter passage 
the rdvra raow apéoxwis meant secundum Deum et ad hominum aedificationem, 
‘‘ according to God and for the edification of men,” and not secundum auram 
et voluntatem nudam hominum, ‘‘ according to the mere favor and wish of 
men.” 

Vv. 11, 12.4 Theme of the apologetic portion of the epistle. See Introd. sec. 
2. —dé] in continuance of the discourse. The way having been prepared 
for this theme in vv. 8-10, it is now formally announced for further discus- 
sion.® And after the impassioned outburst in vv. 6-10, the language 
becomes composed and calm. Now, therefore, for the first time, we find the 
address ddeAdot. [See Note XIX., p. 40.] —yrapivu dé tuiv] but (now to enter 
more particularly on the subject of my letter) I make known to you. This 
announcement has a certain solemnity,® which is only enhanced by the fact 
that the matter must have been already known to the reader. There is no 
need to modify the sense of yrwpi{o, which neither here nor in 1 Cor. xy. 1 
means monere vos volo or the like.’ — 1d evayyéduov . . . bre] attraction.* — 
TO ebayyedodév bn’ suov] which has been announced by me, among you and 
among others ;° not to be limited to the conversion of the readers only. — 
kata évSpwrov| cannot indicate the mode of announcement, which would re- 


1 To live to please, to render oneself pleasing, 4 See Hofmann’s interpretation of i. 11-ii. 


is also Wieseler’s interpretation (comp. 
also Rom. xv. 1), who consistently under- 
stands the previous apécxew in the same 
way. Comp. Winer and Hofmann. But 
there would thus be no motive for the 
change from ¢n7® apéoxev, “I seek to 
please,” to npecxor, “I pleased,” only, which, 
according to our view, involves a very sig- 
nificant progress. Paul seeks not to please, 
and pleases not. 

2 See on 1 Cor. x. 33; and comp. av3pwrdp- 
eoxos, Eph. vi. 6. 

3 Erasmus, Grotius, Bengel, Semler, Za- 
chariae, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Ewald, Wieseler, and others. 


14 in his heil. Schr. N. T.1. p. 60 ff., ed. 2. 
On the other hand, see Hilgenfeld, Kanon 
u. Kritik ad. N. T. p. 190 ff. 

5 If yép were the correct reading (Hof- 
mann), it would correspond to the immedi- 
ately preceding contrast between avdpamos 
and Xpvorod, confirming ver. 10, but would 
not introduce a justification of ver. 9, as 
Hofmann, arbitrarily going back beyond 
ver, 10, assumes. 

® Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 1; 2 Cor. viii. 1; 1 Cor. 
xii. 3. 

7 Morus, Rosenmiiller, and others. 

8 Winer, p. 581 f. 

9 Comp. 6 kynpvoow, ii. 2. 
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quire us to conceive ebayyediodév as repeated.! Necessarily belonging to ov« 
éort, it is the negative modal expression of the gospel itself which was 
preached by Paul ; specifying, however, not its origin,? which xara in it- 
self never expresses,* but its qualitative relation, although this is conditioned 
by its origin (ver. 12). The gospel announced by me is not according to 
men, that is, not of such quality as it would be if it were the work of men ; it is 
not of the same nature as human wisdom, human efficiency, and the like.* 
Looking to the context, the view of Grotius is too narrow, ‘nihil humani 
affectus admixtum habet,” ‘‘ He has no mingling of human feeling.” Bengel 
hits the mark, ‘‘non est hwmani census evangelium meum, ‘‘my gospel is 
not according to the estimate of men.” 

Ver. 12. Proof of the statement, 76 evayyédvuov . . . obk gots Kata dvSpwrov. 
—ovds yap éyo] for neither I, i.e., I, as little as the other apostles. On 
ovdé yap, for neither, which corresponds with the positive cai yap, comp. 
Bornemann® and Hartung.* The earlier expositors’ neglect both the 
signification of ovdé and the emphasis on éyé, which is also overlooked 
by de Wette, ‘‘for also I have not,” etc. ; and Ewald, ‘‘I obtained it 
not at all.”* Riickert, Matthies, and Schott understand oidé only as 
if it were od, assuming it to be used on account of the previous nega- 
tion; and see in éy6 a contrast to those, qguibus ipse tradiderit evan- 
gelium, ‘‘to whom he had delivered the gospel,” in which case there must 
have been airéc instead of éyo. This remark also applies to Hofmann’s 
view, ‘‘that he himself has not received what he preached through human 
instruction.” Besides, the supposed reference of éyé would be quite un- 
suitable, for the apostle had not at all in view a comparison with his disci- 
ples ; a comparison with the other apostles was the point agitating his mind. 
Lastly, Winer finds too much in ovdé, ‘‘ nam no ego quidem,” “ for not even I.” 
This is objectionable, not because, as Schott and Olshausen, following Riick- 
ert, assume, ovd’ éyo yap Or kai yap ov’ éy6 must in that case have been writ- 
ten, for in fact yédp would have its perfectly regular position (vi. 13 ; Rom. 
viii. 7 ; John v. 22, vil. 5, vill. 42, e¢ al.) ; but because ne ego quidem, ‘‘ not 
even I,” would imply the concession of a certain higher position for the other 
apostles (comp. 1 Cor. xv. 8, 9), which would not be in harmony with the 
apostle’s present train of thought, where his argument turned rather on his 
equality with them (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 1). [See Note XX., p. 40.] — rapa 
avdpérov] from a man, who had given it to me. Not to be confounded with 
an’ avSporov,? Here also, as in ver, 1, we have the contrast between év3puroc 


1 Hofmann. 

2 Augustine, Cornelius & Lapide, Estius, 
Calovius, Wolf, and others. 

3 Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 3. 

4 Comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 24, 75 rods vopmous 
avrovs Tols mapaBaivovar Tas Tywpias exer 
BeAriovos Kar’ avSpwrov vomodérov Soxet pov 
elvot, ‘That the laws have punishments 
for transgressors seems to me to prove their 
origin from a better lawgiver than kar’ dv- 
Spwrov.” Hur. Med, 673, copwtep’ 7h kat’ avdpa 
oupBarev cy, ‘tocompose words wiser 


than kar’ dv8pa.”” Soph. Aj. 747, ‘ Think not 
Kat’ avdpwrov.’? Comp. Aj.764; Oed. Col. 604 ; 
Plat. Pol. 2.359D. The opposite, imép av- 
Spwrov eivar, Lucian, Vit. auct. 2. 

5 ad Xen. Symp. p. 200. 

6 Partikell. I. p. 211. 

7 Also Morus, Koppe, and others. 

8 Comp., on the contrary, Matt. xxi. 273 
Luke xx. 8; John viii. 11. 

® See on 1 Cor. xi. 23, and Hermann, ad 
Soph, Hi. 65. 
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and 'Iyo. Xpioréc. —aitd] Viz. Td evayyéduov 7d evayyeduodév bn’ éuov. — obTe 
£66478] As obre refers only to the ov« contained in the preceding oddé, and 
dé and ré do not correspond, oire is here by no means inappropriate (as 
Riickert alleges). [See Note XXI., p. 40.] For neither have I received it 
Srom aman, nor learned it. ThapéAaBov denotes the receiving through com- 
munication in general (comp. ver. 9), éd.d4y97v the receiving specially through 
instruction duly used. — aaa dv’ aroxadby. ’I. X.] The contrast to rapa 
avdpérov ; "Ijoov X. is therefore the genitive, not of the object (Theodoret, 
Matthies, Schott, Cremer), but of the subject,” by Jesus Christ giving tome rev- 
elation. Paul alludes to the revelations* received soon after the event at 
Damascus, and consequent therefore upon his calling, which enabled him to 
comply with it and-to come forward as a preacher of the gospel. Comp. vv. 
15, 16 ; Eph. iii. 3. The revelation referred to in 2 Cor. xii. 1 ff.4 cannot 
be meant; because this occurred at a subsequent period, when Paul had for 
a long time been preaching the gospel. Nor must we ° refer it to the revela- 
tions which were imparted to him generally, including those of the later 
period, for here mention is made only of a revelation by which he received 
and learned the gospel. — How the aroxdAvyuc took place ® must be left unde- 
cided. It may have taken place with or without vision, in different stages, 
partly even before his baptism in the three days mentioned Acts ix. 6, 9, 
partly at and immediately after it, but not through instruction on the part 


of Ananias. 
[See Note XXII., p. 40.] 


The éy éuoi in ver. 16 is consistent with either supposition. 


Ver. 13. Now begins the historical proof that he was indebted for his 
gospel to the aroxdAviic he had mentioned, and not to human communication 


and instruction. 


1 See Hand, De part. ré diss. Il. p. 18; Har- 
tung, Partikell. I. p. 101 f.; Buttmann, 
neutest. Gr. p. 315. Comp. on Acts xxiii. 8. 

2 Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 1; Rev. i. 1. 

3 Of which, however, the book of Acts 
gives us no account; for in Acts xxii. 17, 
Christ appeared to him not to reveal to him 
the gospel, but for the purposevof giving a 
special instruction. Hence they are not to 
be referred to the event at Damascus itself, 
as, following Jerome and Theodoret, many 
earlier and more recent expositors (Riick- 
ert, Usteri, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Hofmann, Wieseler) assume. The calling 
of the apostle, by which he was converted 
at Damascus, is expressly distinguished in 
ver. 16 from the divine amoxadAvWar Tov vidv 
év én.0t, SO that this inward amokadvyis follow- 
ed the calling; the calling was the fact 
which laid the foundation for the amokdAv- 
yes (Comp. Moller on de Wette)—the histor- 
ical preliminary to it. In identifying the 
anoxaduyes of our passage with the phenom- 
enon at Damascus, it would be necessary 
to assume that Paul, to whom at Damascus 
the resurrection of Jesus was revealed, had 


In the first place, in vv. 13, 14, he calls to their remem- 


come to add to this fundamental fact of his 
preaching the remaining contents of the 
doctrine of salvation, partly by means of 
argument, partly by further revelation, 
and partly by information derived from 
others (see especially Wieseler). This idea 
is, however, inconsistent with the assurance 
of our passage, which relates without re- 
striction to the whole gospel preached by 
the apostle, consequently to the whole of 
its essential contents. The same objection 
may be specially urged against the view, 
with which Hofmann contents himself, that 
the wonderful phenomenon at Damascus 
certified to Paul’s mind the truth of the 
Christian faith, which had not been un- 
known to him before. Such a conception 
of the matter falls far short of the idea of 
the amroxddAvys of the gospel through Christ, 
especially as the apostle refers specifically 
to his gospel. 

4Thomas, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Balduin, 
and others. 

5 With Koppe, Flatt, and Schott. 

6 According to Calovius, through the Holy 
Spirit ; comp. Acts ix. 17, 
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brance his well-known conduct while a Jew ; for, as a persecutor of the 
Christians and a Pharisaic zealot, he could not but be the less fitted for 
human instruction in the gospel, which must, on the contrary, have come to 
him in that superhuman mode. — 7xotcare] emphatically prefixed, indicates 
that what is contained in vy. 13, 14, is something already well known to 
his readers, which therefore required only to be recalled, not to be proved. 
— Thy iui avaotpodhy rote év 7 "Iovdaioug | my previous course of life in Juda- 
ism, how I formerly behaved myself asa Jew. ‘Iovdaionéc is not Judaistic 
zeal and activity,’ but just simply Judaism, as his national religious condi- 
tion. It forms the historical contrast to the present Xpvorvavicude of the 
apostle. * — avaorpog# in the sense of course of life, behavior, is found, in addi- 
tion to the N. T. (Eph. iv. 22 ; 1 Tim. iv. 12, ef al.) and the Apocrypha 
(Tob. iv. 145 2 Mace. v. 8), only in later Greek, such as Polyb. iv. 82. 1.4— 
more év TG Iovd.| a definition of time attached to riv éuqv avactpod#y, in which 
the repetition of r7v was not necessary.°— éri caW dmepBodqy x.7.A.] a more 
precise definition of the object of jxotcare, that I, namely, beyond measure 
persecuted, etc. On xa¥ trepBodgv, the sense of which bears a superlative 
relation to o¢édpa, comp. Rom. vii. 13 ; 1 Cor. xii. 81; 2 Cor. i. 8, iv. 17; 
Bernhardy, p. 241. — rot Oeov] added in the painful consciousness of the 
wickedness and guilt of such doings. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 9; 1 Tim. i. 138. 
— éxép¥ovr] isnot to be understood de conatu, ‘‘as conative.”® Paul was then 
actually engaged in the work of destruction (Acts xxii. 4, comp. ix. 1, xxvi. 
10, 11), and therefore it is not to be understood” merely as vastavi, depopu- 
latus sum, ‘‘I devastated, depopulated.”*® Paul wished to be not a mere 
devastator, not a mere disturber,’ but a destroyer” of the church ; and as such 
he was active.’ Moreover, in the classic authors also ropteiv and répSecv 
are applied not only to things, but also to men,” in the sense of bringing to 
ruin and the like.'* 

Ver. 14. Still dependent on 671. — cai the mpokérrew év 76’ Tovdaioue had 
then been combined in Paul with his hostile action against Christianity, had 
kept pace with it. —"lovdaicpudc, not Jewish theology, “ but just as in ver. 13. 
Judaism was the sphere in which he advanced further and improved more 
than those of his age by growth in Jewish culture, in Jewish zeal for the 
law, in Jewish activity in works, etc." — ovvmdiccérnc] one of the same age, 


1 Matthies, ‘‘ when I was still out and out 
a Jew ;’’ comp. Schott. 

2 See 2 Macc. ii. 21, viii. 1, xiv. 38; 4 Macc. 
iv. 26. 

3 Comp. Ignat. ad Magnes. 8, 10, Philad. 6. 

4 See Wetstein. 

6 Comp. Plat. Legg. iii. p. 685 D, 9 rs Tpotas 
GAwots Td devtepov. Soph. O. RK. 1043, rod 
tupavvov THs be ys maAac moré. Phil. i. 26. 
Comp. also on 1 Cor. viii. 7 and on 2 Cor. xi. 
23. 
6 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Menochius, and others. 

7With Beza, Piscator, 
Usteri, and Schott. 

8 Hom. Od. xiv. 264, aypovs mépdeov, et al. 


Estius, Winer, 


* See Luther’s translation. 

10 Nicht bloss Verstorer, sondern Ze7- 
storer. 

11 Hom. Jl. iv. 308, roAvas Kai reixe’ Erdpdovy, 
“were laying waste cities and walls,” e al. 

12 Comp. Acts ix. 21. 

13 See Heindorf, ad Plat. Prot. p. 340 A; 
Lobeck, ad Soph. Aj. 1187; Jacobs, De. 
epigr. i. 80. 

14 Grotius, Riickert. 

15 On mpoxéntew as intransitive (Luke ii. 
52; 2 Tim. ii. 16, iii. 9, 13), very frequent in 
Polyb., Lucian, etc., comp. Jacobs, ad 
Anthol. X. p. 85; on év r. “Iové., comp. Lu- 
cian, Herm. 63, év rots padjuacr, Paras. 13, 
év Tats TéxVaLs, 
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occurring only here in the N. T., a word belonging to the later Greek.’ 
The ancient authors use 7Ackidryc.? — év TO yéver ov] a more precise defini- 
tion of cvvydux. 3 yéver is therefore, in conformity with the context,’ to be 
understood in a national sense,* and not of the sect of the Pharisees (Paulus).° 
[See Note XXIIL., p. 40. ]— repicoorépuc Cndwric ixapyov x.t.2.] a more detailed 
statement, specifying in what way the rpoéxortov . . . yévec pov found active 
expression ; ‘‘so that I,” ete. — repuccorépwe| than those roAAoi. They, too, 
were zealous for the traditions of their fathers (whether like Paul they were 
Pharisees or not); but Paul was so in a more superabundant measure for his. 
—Tév ratpiKov wou rapadécewv] endeavoring with zealous interest to obey, 
uphold, and assert them.® The rarpixai pov rapadécecc, that is, the religious 
definitions handed down to me from my fathers (in respect to doctrine, 
ritual, asceticism, interpretation of Scripture, conduct of life, and the like), 
are the Pharisaic traditions ;’ for Paul was éapcoaioc, a Pharisee (Phil. iii. 
5; Acts xxvi. 5), vide bapioaiwv, ‘‘ the son of a Pharisee” (Acts xxiii. 6).° 
If Paul had intended to refer to the Mosaic law, either alone® or together with 
the Pharisaic traditions,” he would have named the law either by itself or 
along with the traditions (Acts xxi, 20, xxil. 8 ; 2 Mace. iv. 2) ; but by you 
he limits the rarpuxac rapadécere to the special elements resulting from his 
descent, which did not apply to those who were in different circumstances 
as to descent ; whereas the law applied to all Jews. That Paul had been 
zealous for the daw in general, followed as a matter of course from rpoékorr. 
év t. Iovdaioue ; but here he is stating the specific way in which his own 
peculiar rpoxérrev év lovdaicu had displayed itself—his Pharisaic zealotry. 
[See Note XXIV., p. 40.] It would have been surprising if in this connec- 
tion he had omitted to mention the latter. — rarpixdéc, not found elsewhere 
in the N. T., means paternal.’? In this case the context alone decides 
whether the idea a patribus acceptus, ‘‘ received from the fathers” (xatpora- 
padoroc, 1 Pet. i. 18) is conveyed by it, as in this passage by jov, or not. 
The former is very frequently the case. As to the much-discussed varying 
distinction between rarpioc, tartpixdc, and ratpgoc, comp. on Acts xxii. 3. 
Ver. 15. But when it pleased, etc.1* This denotes, of course, the free placwit 
of the divine decree, but is here conceived as an act in time, which is imme- 


1 Diod. Sic. i. 58? Alciphr. i. 12. See Wet- ® Erasmus, Paraphr., Luther, Calvin, and 


stein. 

2 Plat. Apol. p. 33 C, and frequently. 

3 Comp. év 7¢ "Iovd. 

4 For with Hellenist associates, of whom 
likewise in Jerusalem there could be no 
lack, he does not desire to compare him- 
self. 

5 Comp. Phil. iii. 5; 2 Cor. xi. 26; Rom. ix. 
3; Acts vii. 19. 

6 On the genitive of the object, comp. 2 
Mace. iv. 2; Acts xxi. 20, xxii. 3; 1 Cor. xiv. 
12; Tit. ii. 14; Plat. Prot. p. 343 A. 

7 Comp. Matt. v. 21, xv. 2; Mark vii. 3. 

®So also Erasmus (Annot.), Beza, Calo- 
vius, de Wette, Hofmann, and others. 


others. 

10 Estius, Grotius, Calixtus, Morus, Koppe, 
Flatt, Winer, Usteri, Riickert, Schott, Ols- 
hausen, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, ‘‘ the law ac- 
cording to the strict rule of Pharisaism,” 
comp. Moller. 

11 Comp., as paraliel, Acts xxvi. 5. 

12 Comp. LXX. Gen. 1. 8; Ley. xxii. 13; 
Ecclus. xlii. 10; 3 Esd. i. 5, 81; 4 Mace. 
xviii. 7; Plat. Lach. p. 180 E, Soph. p. 242 A; 
Isocr. Hvang. p. 218, 35; Diod. Sic. i. 88; 
Polyb. i. 78. 1; Athen. xv. p. 667 F. 

13 As, for instance, Polyb. xxi. 5, 7. 

14 Comp. Luke xii. 82; 1 Cor. i. 21; Rom. 
xY. 26; Col. i. 19; 1 Thess. ii. 8, iii. 1. 
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diately followed by its execution, not as from eternity.1—6 ddopioac pe éx 
kocdiag untpd¢ you] who separated me, that is, in His counsel set me apart from 
other men for a special destination, from my mother’s womd ; that is, not in the 
womb ;* nor, from the time when I was in the womb ;3 nor, before I was 
born ;4 but, as soon as I had issued from the womb, from my birth.® éx 
yevetjc, John ix. 1, has the same meaning. Comp. the Greek é yaorpéc, 
and the like. We must not assume a reference to Jer. i. 5,° for in that pas- 
sage there is an essentially different definition of time (mpd roi we rAdoa oe év 
Koidia k.T.2.). We may add, that this designation of God completely corre- 
sponds with Paul’s representation of his apostolic independence of men. 
What it was, to which God had separated him from his birth and had called 
him (at Damascus), is of course evident in itself and from i. 1 ; but it also 
results from the sequel (ver. 16). It was the apostleship, which he recog- 
nized as a special proof of free and undeserved divine grace ;7 hence here 
‘also he adds dua THe Xapitoc abrov.* Riickert is wrong in asserting that xadécac 
cannot refer here to the call at Damascus, but can only denote the calling to 
salvation and the apostleship in the Divine mind. In favor of this view he 
adduces the aorist, which represents the kAjoue as previous to the ebddxycev 
aroxadbya, and also the connection of xadécac with ddopicag by means of kai. 
Both arguments are based upon the erroneous idea that the revelation of the 
gospel was coincident with the calling of the apostle. But Paul was first 
called at Damascus by the miraculous appearance of Christ, which laid hold 
of him without any detailed instruction (Phil. iii. 12), and thereafter, through 
the apocalyptic operation of God, the Son of God was revealed in him: the 
KAgowe at Damascus preceded this aroxéAvpuic ;° the former called him to the 
service, the latter furnished him with the contents, of the gospel. Comp. 
on ver. 12.. Moreover, the xAfoue is never an act in the Divine mind, but 
always an historical fact (Rom. viii. 30). This also militates against Hof- 
mann, who makes ék xovAiac untpd¢ pov belong to xaAécac as well—a connection 
excluded by the very position of the words. And what a strange defini- 
tion of the idea conveyed by xaieiv, and how completely foreign to the 
N. T., is the view of Hofmann, who makes it designate ‘‘an act execut- 
ed in the course of the formation of this man”! Moreover, our passage un- 
doubtedly implies that by the calling and revelation here spoken of the con- 
sciousness of apostleship—and that too of apostleship to the heathen—was 
divinely produced in Paul, and became clear and certain. This, however, 
does not exclude, but is, on the contrary, a divine preparation for, the fuller 


1 Beza. kadvwar, as Hofmann, disregarding the sym- 
2 Wieseler. metrically similar construction of the two 
3 Hofmann, comp. Moller. participial statements, groundlessly asserts. 
4 Rickert. Paul knew himself to be xAntis amrdatodos da 


5 Comp. Ps. xxii. 10; Isa. xliv. 2, xlix. 1, 
5; Matt. xix. 12; Acts iii. 2, xiv. 8 (in Luke 
i. 15, where érc is added, the thought is dif- 
ferent). 

® Grotius, Semler, Reithmayr, and others. 

7 Romi. 4, xii. 3, xv. 15:3 1 Cor. xv. 10, 

8 For da 7. xdép. avrod belongs to Karéaas 
as a modal definition of it, and not to azo- 


SedAyjpatos @eod (1 Cor. i. 1; 2 Cor. i. 1), and 
he knew that this &éAnua was that of the di- 
vine grace, 1 Cor. xv. 10, iii. 10; Gal. ii. 9; 
Rom. i. 5, xii. 3. 

® Hence also év éuoi by no means dimin- 
ishes the importance of the external phe- 
nomenon at Damascus (as Baur and others 
contend). . 
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development of this consciousness in its more definite aspects by means of 
experience and the further guidance of Christ and His Spirit. 

Ver. 16. Aroxadtipar] belongs to evddxysev 3 but év éuot is im my mind, in 
my consciousness, in which the Son of God was to become manifest as the 
sum and substance of knowledge (Phil. iii. 8) ; comp. 2 Cor. iv. 6, év rai¢ 
kapdiace yuov, ‘in our hearts.’ But év is never nota dativi, ‘‘a mark of the 
dative,” and all the passages adduced to that effect (such as 1 Cor. ix, 15, 
xiv. 11; 1 Tim. iv. 15 ; Acts iv. 12, e¢ al.) are to be so explained that év 
shall retain its signification ;? as must also be the casein the passages used 
to support the sense of the datiwus commodi, ‘‘ dative of advantage.”* Jerome, 
Pelagius, Erasmus, Piscator, Vorstius, Grotius, Estius, Morus, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, and others, interpret it through me, ‘‘ut per me, velut organum, no- 
tum redderet filium suum,” ‘‘ that through me, as an organ, He might make 
His Son known.”* But the revelation given to the apostle himself is a neces- 
sary element in the connection (ver. 12): Paul was immediately after his 
birth set apart by God, subsequently called at Damascus, and afterward pro- 
vided inwardly with the revelation of the Son of God, in order that he might 
be able outwardly to preach, etc. Others, again,® take it as ‘‘on me,” in my 
case, which is explained to mean either that the conversion appeared as a proof 
of Christ’s power, etc.,° or that the revelation had been imparted to the 
apostle as matter of fact, by means of his own experience, or, in other words, 
through his own case (Riickert).”7 But the former explanation is unsuita- 
ble to the context, and the latter again depends on the erroneous identifica- 
tion of the calling of the apostle at Damascus with the revelation of the 
gospel which he received. —rdv vidy airov] This is the great foundation and 
whole sum of the gospel. Comp. ver. 6 f., ii. 20. In his pre-Christian 
blindness Paul had known Christ xara cdpxa, 2 Cor. v. 16. — evayyerifaouar] 
Present tense ;* for the fulfilment of this destination which had even then 
been assigned to him by God ° was, at the time when the epistle was writ- 
ten, still in course of execution.” Thus, in opposition to his adversaries, the 
continuous divine right and obligation of this apostolic action is asserted. 
— éy roic é0vecw] among the heathen peoples.. The fact that Paul always 
began his work of conversion with the Jews resident among the Gentiles, 


1See Chrysostom, tis amoxadvwews Kata- 
Aaptrovans avtod Thy Wuxyv, ‘ His revelation 
enlightening the soul.’? Comp. Oecum. (eis 
Tov éow avIpwmov THs yvooews évisysdons), 
Theophylact, Beza, and most expositors. 
Calvin, Koppe, Flatt, and others, wrongly 
hold that it stands for the mere dative. 
Comp. Bengel. 

2 Winer, p. 204. 

3 See Bernhardy, p. 212. 

4 Erasmus, Paraphr. 

5Comp. Hilgenfeld in loc. and in his 
Zeitschr. 1864, p. 164: Paul regarded his 
Christian and apostolic life and working as 
a revelation of Christ in his person. Simi- 
lar is the view taken by Paul in Hilgenfeld’s 


Zeitschr. 1863, p. 208. 

® Peter Lombard, Seb. Schmidt. 

7™ Comp. 1 John iy. 9, ébavepwedy 7 ayarn Tod 
@cod ev nucv, 

® Which, according to Hofmann, is intend- 
ed to designate the purpose from the stand- 
point of the present time in which it is being 
realized. This retrospective interpretation 
is purely imaginary, by no means suits even 
Plat Legg. p. 658 D, and in our passage is 
opposed to the context (see ver. 17). 

® Acts ix. 15, xxii. 15; xxvi. 17 f. 

10 Klotz, a@ Devar. p. 618. 

11 See Acts ix. 15, xxii. 21, xxvi. 17, 18; 
Eph. iii. 8; Rom. xi. 13. 
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was not inconsistent with his destination as the apostle of the Gentiles ; this, 
indeed, was the way of calling adopted by the Gentile apostle in accordance 
with that destination (see Rom. i. 16).'— ei3éwc] does not belong exclu- 
sively either to the negative ® or to the affirmative part of the apodosis ;? but 
as the two parts themselves are inseparably associated, it belongs to the 
whole sentence ob rpocavedéunv . . . adda arHASov cic ’ApaB., ‘‘ Immediately 
I took not counsel with flesh and blood, nor did I make a journey to Jeru- 
salem, but,” etc. He expresses that which he had done immediately after he 
had received the revelation, by way of antithesis, negatively and positively ; 
for it was his object most assiduously to dispel the notion that he had re- 
ceived human instruction. Jerome, in order to defend the apostle against 
Porphyry’s unjust reproach of presumption and fickleness, connects eiSéwe¢ 
with evayyeAifoua ; as recently Credner * has also done. No objection can 
be taken to the emphasis of the adverb at the end of the sentence ;° but the 
whole strength of the proof lies not in what Paul was immediately to do, but in 
what he had immediately done.*° We must, moreover, allow eiéwe to retain 
its usual strict signification, and not, with Hofmann,” substitute the sense 
of ‘‘immediately then,” ‘‘ just at once” (‘‘ not at a subsequent time only’), as 
if Paul had written dn é« tére or the like. Observe, too, on comparing the 
book of Acts, that the purposely added etéu¢ still does not exclude a brief 
ministry in Damascus previous to the journey to Arabia (Acts ix. 20), the 
more especially as his main object was to show that he had gone from 
Damascus to no other place than Arabia, and had not until three years later 
gone to Jerusalem. To make special mention of his brief working in Da- 
mascus, before his departure to Arabia, was foreign to the logical scope of 
his statement. — ov rpocavedéunv| I addressed no communication to flesh and 
blood, namely, in order to learn the opinion of others as to this revelation 
which I had received, and to obtain from them instruction, guidance, and 
advice. mpéc conveys the notion of direction, and not, as Beza and Bengel as- 
sert,®* the idea praeterea, ‘‘besides,”® — capki kai aiyarc] that is, to weak men, in 


1 Comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 37. 

2 Hilgenfeld, Hofmann. 

3 Winer. 

4 Hinl. I. 1, p. 303. 

5 Kiihner, Il. p. 625; Bornemann, ad Xen. 
Anab. ii. 6. 9; Stallbaum, ad Phaedr. p. 256 
E. 

6“ Notatur subita habilitas apostoli,” 
“the sudden fitness of the apostle is de- 
noted,’’ Bengel. 

7 Who invents the hypothesis, that the 
apostle had been reproached with having 
only subsequently taken up the ground that he 
did not apply to men in order to get advice 
from them. Hofmann strangely appeals to 
e¥3vs, John xiii. 82, and even to Xen. Cyr. i. 
6. 20, where the idea, “‘ not at a subsequent 
time only,” is indeed conveyed by é« mratdiov, 
“from a child,” but not at all by evdvs in 
itself. Even in passages such as those in 


Dorvill. ad Charit. pp. 298, 326, evdvs, like 
evdéws constantly, means immediately, on the 
spot. 

8 Comp. also Usteri and Jatho. 

® So, too, Marcker in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1866, p. 534, “‘no further communication.” It 
isnot, however, apparent to what other avar- 
idecdar this is conceived to refer. See 
Diod. Sic. xvii. 116, tots wavrect mpocava- 
Sémevos wept Tov onueiov, ‘*‘ Having conferred 
with the diviners concerning the sign,” 
Lucian, Jup. Trag. 1, é4ot mpocavadov, AaBe 
we avpBovdov movwv, ‘confer with me; 
make me an adviser of your tasks,” in con- 
trast to the preceding xataudvas cave 
Aadeis, ‘you speak apart, by yourself,” 
Nicetas, Angel. Comnen. ii. 5. Comp. C. F. 
A. Fritzsche in Friteschior. Opusc. p. 204. 
Just so mpocavadépery, 2 Macc, xi. 36; Tob. 
xii. 15; Polyb. xxxi. 19. 4, xvii. 9. 10. 
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contrast to the experience of God’s working.’ Eph. vi. 12 is also analogous.’ 
As the apostle was concerned simply to show that he was not avSpwrodidaxroc, 
‘‘taught of man,” it is wholly unsuitable in this connection to refer oapxi x. 
ain. to himself,? and unsuitable, as regards half the reference, to apply it to 
others and the apostle himself.4 He is speaking simply of the consultation 
of others,® and that quite generally: ‘‘ having received this divine revelation, 
I did not take weak men as my counsellors.” In the continuation of the 
discourse towards its climax the apostles are specially brought into promi- 
nence as members of this category, and therefore capxi x. aiv. is not * at once 
to be referred to the apostles themselves, although they also are included 
in it. 

Ver. 17. Neither went I away (from Damascus) to Jerusalem, unto those 
who were apostles before me; but I went away into Arabia. So according to 
Lachmann’s reading ; see the critical notes. Tov¢ mpd éuod aroor. is written 
by Paul in the consciousness of his full equality of apostolic rank (beginning 
from Damascus), in which no precedence, save that of seniority, pertained to 
the older apostles.’ — ei¢ ’ApaBiav] It is possible that some special per- 
sonal reason, unknown to us, induced him to choose this particular country. 
The region was heathen, containing, however, many Jews of the Diaspora 
(Acts 11.11). [See Note XXV., p. 40seq.] This journey, which is to be 
looked upon not as having for its object a quiet preparation,® but as a first, 
certainly fervent experiment of extraneous ministry,® and which was of 


short duration,” is not mentioned in Acts. 


1 See on Matt. xvi. 17. 

? Comp. the rabbinical 07) wa, ‘flesh 
and blood,” (Lightfoot, on Matt. d.c.) 

3 Koppe, Ewald. 


4 Winer, Matthies, Schott, comp. Ols- 
hausen. 
5 Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Zachariae, 


Morus, Rosenmiiller, Borger, Flatt, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, 
Wieseler, Hofmann, Eadie, and others. 

6 With Chrysostom, Jerome, Theophy- 
lact, Oecumenius, and others. 

7On the twice-employed emphatic az7A- 
dvo, comp. Rom. viii. 15; Heb. xii. 18 ff. ; 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 187. 

§ Schrader, Kohler, Riickert, Schott. 

* Our passage bears testimony in favor of 
this view by evdéws . . . amHAdov following 
immediately on iva evayy. adrov év tots &dve- 
ow. Hence Holsten’s view (die Bedeutung 
des Wortes cdp& im N. T. p. 25; weber Inh. u. 
Gedankeng. ad. Gal. Br. p. 17 f.; also zum 
Frang. a. Paul. vu. Petr. p. 269 f.), that Paul, 
‘“ purposely tearing himself away for three 
years from the atmosphere of the national 
spirit at Jerusalem,” had gone to Arabia, 
““in order to reconcile the new revelation with 
the old by meditating on the religious records 
of his people,” is quite opposed to the con- 
text. Certainly the system of the apostle’s 


Perhaps not known to Luke at 


gospel, as it is exhibited in the Epistles to 
the Galatians and Romans, must have taken 
its shape gradually, and by means of a long 
process of thought amidst the widening of 
experience ; but even in the absence of such 
a developed system he might make a com- 
mencement of his ministry, and might 
preach the Son of God as the latter had been 
directly revealed in him by divine agency. 
Thiersch arbitrarily considers (Kirche in 
apostol. Zeitalt. p. 116) that he desired to find 
protection with Aretas. It isthe view also of 
Acts, that Paul immediately after his con- 
version followed the divine guidance, and 
did not postpone his beginning to preach 
till the expiration of three years. Accord- 
ing to Acts, he preached immediately, even 
in Damascus, ix. 20; comp. xxvi. 19f. See, 
besides, on Rom. Jnitrod. § 1. 

10. Cappellus, Benson, Witsius, Eichhorn, 
Hemsen, and others, also Anger, Rat. temp. 
p. 122, and Laurent, hold the opinion that 
Paul spent almost the whole three years 
(ver. 18) in Arabia, because the Jews at 
Damascus would not have tolerated his re- 
maining there so long. But in our igno- 
rance of the precise state of things in 
Damascus, this argument is of too uncer- 
tain a character, especially as Acts ix. 22, 
comp. with ver. 23, ws dé érAnp. nucpar tkaval, 
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all, it is most probably to be placed in the period of the ixavat juéoas, Acts 
ix. 23,—an inexact statement of the interval between the conversion and 
the journey to Jerusalem, which betrays, on the part of Luke, only a vague 
and inadequate knowledge of the chronology of this period.’ Paul mentions 
the journey here, because he had to show—following the continuous thread 
of the history—that, in the first period after his conversion, he had not 
been anywhere where he could have received instruction from the apostles. — 
radu iméotpewa] radu, used on the hypothesis that the locality of the call- 
ing and revelation mentioned was well known to his readers, refers to the 
notion of coming conveyed in wréarp.? 

Ver. 18. "Execta] After that, namely, after my second sojourn in Damas- 
cus—whence he escaped, as is related Acts ix. 24 f.; 2 Cor. xi. 82f. The 
more precise statement of time then follows in the words pera éry tpia (comp. 
ii. 1), in which the terminus a quo is taken to be either his conversion? or his 
return from Arabia.‘ The former is to be preferred, as is suggested by the 
context in oidé arqATov ei¢ ‘TepoodAvua . . . peta etn tpla avAASov eic¢ ‘Iepoood. 
Comp. also on ii. 1. — avg Sov eic¢ Tepoo.] This is (contrary to Jerome’s view) 
the jirst journey to Jerusalem, not omitted in the Acts,*® but mentioned in ix. 
26. The quite untenable arguments of Kéhler® against this identity are 
refuted by Anger.” It must, however, be conceded that the account in 
Acts must receive a partial correction from our passage® [see Note XXVI., 
p. 41]; a necessity, however, which is exaggerated by Baur, Hilgenfeld, 
and Zeller, and is attributed to intentional alteration of the history on the 
part of the author of Acts, it being supposed that the latter was unwilling 
to do the very thing which Paul in our passage wishes, namely, to bring 
out his independence of the original apostles. But this consciousness of 
independence is not to be exaggerated, as if Paul had felt himself ‘alien in 
the very centre of his being” from Peter.® —ioropjoa: Kndav] in order to 
‘make the personal acquaintance of Cephas ; not, therefore, in order to obtain 


“when many days were fulfilled,” points 
to a relatively longer working in Damas- 
cus. And if Paul had labored almost 
three years, or, according to Ewald, about 
two years, in Arabia, and that at the very 
beginning of his apostleship, we could 
hardly imagine that Luke should not have 
known of this ministry in Arabia, or, if he 
knew of it, that he should not have men- 
tioned it, for Paul never stayed so long any- 
where else, except perhaps at Ephesus. It 
may indeed be alleged that Luke purposely 
kept silence as to the journey to Arabia, 
because it would have proved the inde- 
pendent action of the apostle to the Gen- 
tiles (Hilgenfeld, Zeller) ; but this view sets 
out from the premise that the book of Acts 
is a partisan treatise, wanting in historical 
honesty ; and it moreover assumes--what 
without that premise is not to be assumed— 
that the author was acquainted with our 
epistle. If he was acquainted with it, the 


intentional distortion of portions of his his- 
tory, which it is alleged he allowed him- 
self to make, would be the more shameless, 
and indeed foolish. 

1 See on Acts ix. 19 ff. 

2? Comp. Acts xviii. 21; Hom. Od. viii. 301, 
adris Urogtpéwas, “ having turned him back 
again,” et al. ; Eur. Ale. 1022; Bornemann, 
ad Cyrop. iii. 3. 60; Kiihner, ad@ Xen, Mem. 
ii. 2. 4. 

5 As bv most expositors, including Winer, 
Fritzsche, Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Schott, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten Crusius, de Wette, 
Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann, 
Reithmayr, Caspari. 

4 Marsh, Koppe, Borger. 

5 Laurent. 

6 Abfassungszeit, p. 1 f. 

7 Rat. temp. p. 124 f. 

8 See on Actsix. 26 f. 

® Holsten. 
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instruction. But the position of Peter as coryphaeus’ in the apostolic 
circle, especially urged by the Catholics,? appears at all events from this 
passage to have been then known to Paul and acknowledged by hin. 
‘Ioropeiv, coram cognoscere, ‘‘to know personally,” which does not occur else- 
where in the N. T., is found in this sense applied to a person also in Joseph. 
Bell. vi. 1. 8, ob donpuog Gv avyp, bv éyo nar’ éxeivov lorépyoa tov réAeuov, *‘ being 
not an unknown man, whom I in that war knew personally,” Antt. i. 11. 4, 
viii. 2. 5 ; frequently also in the Clementines. It is often used by Greek 
authors? in reference to things, as rv méAwv, tHv yopav, tyv véooov K.T.A.* 
Bengel, moreover, well says : ‘‘ grave verbum ut de re magna ; non dixit 
ideiy (as in John xii. 21) sed icropy#oa,” ‘‘an important word for a great 
subject ; he did not say ideiv, but loropjoa.”° — kai éméwewa rpodc abtdv °] mpéc, 
with, conveys the direction of the intercourse implied in éxéu.’ — jpuépac dexa- 
névte| For the historical cause why he did not remain longer, see Acts ix. 29, 
xxii. 17ff. The intention, however, which induced Paul to specify the time, 
is manifest from the whole connection, that the reader might judge for him- 
self whether so short a sojourn, the object of which was to become personally 
acquainted for the first time with Peter, could have been also intended for 
the further object of receiving evangelic instruction, especially when Paul 
had himself been preaching the gospel already so long (for three years). 
This intention is denied by Riickert, because the period of fifteen days was 
not so short but that during it Paul might have been instructed by Peter. 
But Paul is giving an historical account ; and in doing this the mention of a 
time so short could not but be welcome to him for his purpose, without his 
wishing to give it forth as a stringent proof. This, notwithstanding what 
Paul emphatically adds in ver. 19, it certainly was not, as is evident even 
from the high representative repute of Peter.* [See Note XXVIL., p. 41.] 
But the briefer his stay at that time, devoted to making the personal ac- 
quaintance of Peter, had been, the more it told against the notion of his 
having received instruction, although Paul naturally could not, and would 
not, represent this time as shorter than it had really been. Riickert’s arbitrary 
conjecture is therefore quite superfluous, that Paul mentions the fifteen 
days on account of the false allegation of his opponents that he had been 
first brought to Christianity by the apostles, or had, at any rate, spent a long 
time with them and as their disciple, but that he sought ungratefully and 
arrogantly either to conceal or deny these facts. According to Holsten, 
Peter and James were the representatives of the érepov evayy., who in conse- 
quence could not have exerted any influence on Paul’s Gentile gospel. But 
this they were not at all. See onii. 1 ff. and on Acts xv. 


1 Theodoret. 8 Hofmann is of opinion that Paul desired 
2 See Windischmann andReithmayr. his readers to understand that he could not 
3 Comp. also the passages from Josephus have journeyed to Jerusalem in order to 
in Krebs, Odss. p. 318. ask the opinion and advice of the “ apostolic 
4 See Wetstein and Kypke. body” there. Asif Peter and James could 
5 Comp. Chrysostom. not have been ‘‘apostolic body’? enough! 
6 Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 7. Taking refuge in this way behind the dis- 


7 Comp. Matt. xxvi.55;Johni.1; andthe tinction between apostles and the apostolic 
passages in Fritzsche, ad@ Marc. p. 202. body was foreign to Paul. 
Comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 653. 
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Ver. 19. But another of the apostles saw I not, save James the brother of the 
Lord. Thus this James is distinguished indeed from the circle of the twelve 
(1 Cor. xv. 5) to which Peter belonged, but yet is included in the number of 
the apostles, namely in the wider sense (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 5, xv. 7) ; which 
explains the merely supplementary mention of this apostle.1— érepov is not 
qualitative here, as in ver. 6, but stands in contrast to the one who is named, 
Peter. In addition to the latter he saw not one more of the apostles, except 
only that he saw the apostle in the wider sense of the term—James the 
brother of the Lord (who indeed belonged to the church at Jerusalem as its 
president),—a fact which conscientiously he will not leave unmentioned.— 
On the point that James the brother of the Lord was not James the son of 
Alphaeus,—as, following Clemens Alex., Jerome, Augustine, Pelagius, 
Chrysostom, and Theodoret, most modern scholars, and among the exposi- 
tors of the epistle Matthies, Usteri, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, Jatho, Hof- 
mann, Reithmayr, maintain,—but a real brother of Jesus (Matt. xiii. 35 ; 
Mark vi. 3), the son of Mary, called James the Just,? who, having been a 
Nazarite from his birth, and having become a believer after the resurrection 
of Jesus (1 Cor. xv. 7 ; Acts i. 14), attained to very high apostolic reputa- 
tion among the Jewish Christians (ii. 9), and was the most influential pres- 
byter of the church at Jerusalem,* see on Acts xii. 17 ; 1 Cor. ix. 5 ; Huther 
on Lp. of James, Introd. § 1; Laurent, Neutest. Stud. p. 175 ff.4 By the 
more precise designation, tov adeAgdv Tov xvpiov, he is distinguished not only 
from the elder James, the brother of John,® but also from James the son of 
Alphaeus, who was one of the twelve.* The whole figment of the identity 
of this James with the son of Alphaeus is a result of the unscriptural (Matt. 
i, 25; Luke ii. 7) although ecclesiastically orthodox’ belief (extending 
beyond the birth of Christ) in the perpetual virginity of Mary.* [See 
Note XXVIII., p. 41.] We may add that the statement, that Paul at this 
time saw only Peter and James at Jerusalem, is not at variance with the 
inexact expression rove arooréAovc, Acts ix. 27, but is an authentic historical 
definition of it, of a more precise character. [See Note XXIX., p. 41.] 


represents him as a brother of the Lord, for 
it makes him to be addressed by the Risen 
One as ‘‘ frater mi,” “‘my brother.’’ Wiese- 
ler, indeed, understands rater mi, ‘‘my 
brother,”’ in a spiritual sense, as in John xx. 


1 After «t uy we must supply not eldov 
merely (as Grotius, Fritzsche ad Matth. 
p. 482, Winer, Bleek in Stud. u. Krit. 1836, 
p. 1059, Wieseler), but, as the context re- 


quires, elSov tov amdarodov. 


2 Heges. in Hus. ii. 23. 

3 Wieseler also justly recognizes here the 
actual brother of Jesus, but holds the 
James, who is named in ii. 9, 12 (and Acts 
xii. 17, xv. 18, 21; 1 Cor. xv. 7) as the head 
of the Jewish Christians, not to be identi- 
cal with this brother of the Lord, but to be 
the apostle James the son of Alphaeus ; af- 
firming that it was the latter also who was 
called 6 Sikacos, ‘‘the just.” See, however, 
on ii. 9. The Gospel of the Hebrews, in 
Jerome, Vir. ill. 2, puts James the Just 
among the apostles who partook of the 
last Supper with Jesus, but nevertheless 


3 


17, Matt. xxviii. 10. But, just because the 
designation of a James as adeAdgos Tod kupiov, 
“the Lord’s brother’ is so solemn, this in- 
terpretation appears arbitrary ; nor do we 
find that anywhere in the Gospels Jesus 
addressed the disciples as brethren. 

4 (Also, Sieffert, article James, Herzog’s 
Real-Encycl., 2d ed., vol. vi.] 

5 Hofmann and others. 

® Comp. Victorinus, ‘‘ cum autem frairem 
dixit, apostolum negavit,” ‘‘ but when he said 
‘brother,’ he denied ‘ apostle.’ ” 

7 Form. Cone. p. 762. 

8 Comp. on Matt. xii. 46 ; 1 Cor. ix. 5. 
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Ver. 20. Not a parenthesis, but, at the conclusion of what Paul has just 
related of that first sojourn of his at Jerusalem after his conversion (namely, 
that he had travelled thither to make the acquaintance of Cephas, had re- 
mained with him fifteen days, and had seen none of the other apostles 
besides, only James the brother of the Lord), an affirmation by oath that in 
this he had spoken the pure truth. The importance of the facts he had just 
related for his object—to prove his apostolic independence—induced him to 
make this sacred assurance. For if Paul had ever been a disciple of the 
apostles, he must have become so then, when he was with the apostles at 
Jerusalem for the first time after his conversion ; but not only had he been 
there with another object in view, and for so few days, but, besides Peter, 
he had met with James only. The reference to all that had been said 
from ver. 12,’ or at least to vv. 15-19,’ is precluded by the fact that érecra in 
ver. 18 begins a fresh section of the report (comp. ver. 21, i. 1), beyond 
which there is no reason to go back. — The sentence is so constructed that 4 
dé ypdgw iuiv stands emphatically by itself as an anacoluthon ; and before 67, 
that, we have again to supply ypagw, But what I write to you—tbehold in the 
sight of God I write, that I lie not ; that is, in respect to what I write to you, 
I write, I assure you before the face of God,* that I lie not.* Schott takes 
ore as since, ‘‘ coram Deo scribo, siquidem non mentior,” ‘in the sight of God 
I write, since I lie not,” whereby 4 6é yp. iu. does not appear as an anacolu- 
thon. But this siguidem non mentior, ‘‘ since I lie not,” would be very flat : 
whereas the anacoluthon of the prefixed relative sentence is precisely in keep- 
ing with the fervency of the language.” The completely parallel protesta- 
tion also, 6 Oedg. . . oldev . . . bre ov Pebdoua,°* is quite unfavorable to the ex- 
planation of 67: as stguidem. To supply with Bengel, Paulus, and. Riickert 
(comp. Jerome), an éori after Oeotd (611, that), does not make the construction 
easier ;’ on the contrary, it is arbitrary, and yields an unprecedented mode 
of expression. 

Ver. 21. After this stay of fifteen days in Jerusalem (érevta, comp. ver. 
18), I came into the regions of Syria and Cilicia ; and consequently was 
again far enough away from the seat of the apostles !— rjc Supiac] As it is 
said in Acts ix. 80 that Paul was accompanied from Jerusalem to Caesarea, 
it is assumed by most modern expositors : ‘‘ Syriae eam partem dicit, cui 
Phoenices nomen fuit,” ‘‘ He is speaking of that part of Syria which had the 
name of Phoenicia,” Winer.* This view runs entirely counter to the design 
of the apostle. For here his main concern was to bring out his compara- 
tively wide separation from Judaea, as it had occurred in his actual history ; 
the whole context (comp. ver. 22) shows that it was so, and therefore the 
reader could only understand rjc Zupiag as meaning Syria proper (with 


1 Calvin, Koppe, Winer, Matthies. note thereon. 
2 Hofmann. 6 2Cor. xi. 31; comp. Rom. i 9; 2 Cor. 
#17? 1995, so that Ihave God present i. 33. 
nen: : 7 Rickert. 
as witness. 


8 So also Koppe, Riickert, Usteri, Mat- 
thies, Schott. Comp. Matt. iv. 24; Acts 
Xia: : 


4Comp. Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 338. 
5 Comp. Matt. x. 14; Luke xxi. 6, and the 
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Antioch as its capital). It could not, in the least occur to him to think of 
Phoenicia,’ the more especially as alongside of ric Zvpiac Cilicia, which 
borders on Syria proper, is immediately named (comp. Acts xv. 28, 41 ; 
Plin. v. 22, xviii. 30). Anappeal is also wrongly made to Matt. iv. 24? and 
Acts xxi. 3.° The relation of our passage to Acts ix. 30 is this : On leaving 
Jerusalem, Paul desired to visit Syria and Cilicia ; he was accordingly con- 
ducted by the Christians as far as the first stage, Caesarea,‘ and thence he 
went on by land to Syria and Cilicia. Comp. on Acts ix. 30.—For what 
object he visited Syria and Cilicia, he does not state ; but for this very 
reason, and in accordance with ver. 5, it cannot be doubted that he preached 
the gospel there. Tarsus was certainly the central point of this ministry ; 
it was at Tarsus that Barnabas sought and found him (Acts xi. 25). 

Ver. 22. But I was so completely a stranger to the land of Judaea, that at 
the time of my sojourn in Syria and Cilicia I was personally unknown to 
the churches, etc. These statements (vv. 22-24) likewise go to prove that 
Paul had not been a disciple of the apostles, which is indeed the object aimed 
at in the whole of the context. Asa pupil of the apostles, he would have 
remained in communication with Jerusalem ; and proceeding thence, he 
would first of all have exercised his ministry in the churches of Judaea, and 
have become well known tothem.® Others, inconsistently with the context, 
suppose that Paul desired to refute the allegation that he had been a learner 
from the churches of Judaea,® or that he himself had taught judaistically in 
Judaea,” or that he had visited Syria and Cilicia as the deputy of the churches 
of Judaea.* — 76 rpocdry| as regards the (my) countenance, that is, personally. 


1 Which even Wieseler, though not un- 
derstanding it alone to be referred to, in- 
cludes, 

2 Where, in the language of hyperbole, a 
very large district—namely, the whole prov- 
ince of Syria, of which Judaea and Sama- 
ria formed portions—is meant to be desig- 
nated. 

3 Where likewise the Roman province is 
intended, and that only loosely and indefi- 
nitely with reference to the coast district. 
For any one sailing from Patara and pass- 
ing in front of Cyprus to the right has the 
Syrian coast before him towards the east, 
and is sailing towardsit. Thus indefinitely, 
as was suggested by the popular view ana 
report, Luke relates, Acts xxi. 3, éwAéopev 
cis Supiav, ‘we sailed into Syria,’’ without 
meaning by the xat xarjxdyuev eis Tvpov, 
“and landed at Tyre,”’ that follows to make 
this Supiar,‘‘Syria,’’ equivalent to Phoenicia. 
For instance, a man might say, ‘“‘ We sailed 
towards Denmark and landed at Gliick- 
stadt,” without intending it to be inferred 
that Denmark is equivalent to Holstein. 

4The Roman capital of Judaea, not 
Caesarea Philippi. 

5 According to Hofmann, the end at 
which Paul aims in ver. 22 f. is conveyed 


by kai edd€aov «.7.A. in ver. 24, so that vv. 
22, 23 are only related to this as the prota- 
sis to the apodosis. This ideais at variance 
with the independent and important na- 
ture of the two affirmations in vv. 22, 23; 
if Paul had intended to give them so sub- 
ordinate a position as that which Hofmann 
supposes, he would have done it by a 
participial construction (ayvoodvres 5€ .. . 
p.ovov d€ axovovtes, OTe K.T.A., edd€aov K.7.A.), 
perhaps also with the addition of xaimep, or 
in some other marked way. In the form 
in which the apostle has written it, his re- 
port introduced by é7ecra in ver. 21 is com- 
posed of propositions quite as indenendent 
as those following émevra in ver. 18, and vv. 
22, 23 cannot be intended merely to intro- 
duce ver. 24. Hofmann is therefore the 
more incorrect in asserting that Paul, from 
ver, 21 onwards, is not continuing the 
proof of his apostolic independence in con- 
tradistinction to the other apostles, but is 
exhibiting the harmony of his preaching with 
the faith of the mother-church at Jerusalem 
and its apostles. 

6 Oecumenius, Gomarus, Olshausen. 

7 Chrysostom, Theophylact, Grotius; 
comp. Usteri. 

8 Michaelis, 
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Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 17. — raic¢ éxxAnotare ri Iovd.] This is meant to refer to 
the churches owt of Jerusalem, consequently in the "Iovdaia y7, John iii. 22. 
For that he was known to the chruch in the capital is not only a matter of 
inference from his pre-Christian activity, but is certain from that fifteen 
days’ visit (ver. 18), and is attested by Acts ix. 26-30.’ 

Vv. 23, 24. Aé] places pévov axobovtec yoav in correlation to inv ayvoobpevoc 
TO mpoohry ; it is not, however, to be understood as a mere repetition of 
the former dé (Hofmann), for it introduces another? subject.* The mascu- 
line refers to the persons of whom those éxxAnoia consisted.* The participle 
with joav, however, does not stand for the simple imperfect (Luther renders 
quite incorrectly, ‘‘they had heard”), but prominence is given to the pred- 
icate as the main point.° The clause expresses the sole relation in which 
they were to Paul; they were simply in a position to hear.® — ér 6 didkov 
nude mote K.T.A.| 67c is explained most simply, not by a supposed transition 
from the indirect to the direct form,” but as the recitativwm,® the use of which 
by Paul is certain not merely in quotations of Scripture, but also in other 
cases (Rom. iii. 8; 2 Thess. iii. 10). Moreover, the statement thus gains 
in vividness. In 6 dioxwv juac, jac applies to the Christians generally ; the 
joyful information came to them from Christian lips (partly from inhabi- 
tants of Jerusalem, partly perhaps directly from Syrians and Cilicians). The 
present participle does not stand for the aorist (Grotius), but quite substan- 
tivally ; our (former) persecutor.° —riv rioriv] never means Christian doc- 
trine,° not even in Acts vi.7, where faith in Christ is conceived as the authority 
commanding submission (comp. on Rom. i. 5) ; it denotes the faith —re- 
garded, however, objectively." He preaches the faith (in the Son of God, 
ver. 16), which formerly he destroyed. On the latter point Estius justly 
remarks, ‘‘ quia Christi fidelibus fidem extorquere persequendo nitebatur,” 
‘“because by his persecution he was endeavoring to wrest faith from believ- 
ers.””? —év éuoi] does not mean propter me,* in support of which an appeal 
was erroneously made to Eph. 1v. 1 e¢al.: forév, used with persons, is never 
on account of (Winer, p. 363) ; but it means, ‘‘ they praised God on me,” so 
that their praise of God was based on me as the vehicle and instrument of 
the divine grace and efficacy (1 Cor. xv. 10). God made Himself known 
to them by my case, and so they praised Him ; éAov yap 7d Kaz’ éué, onol, tHe 


1 Neither in Acts ix. 26-30 nor in Acts 
xxvi. 19 f. (see on these passages) is there 
any such inconsistency with the passage 


a rumor among them,” Erasmus. Comp. 
Vulgate: ‘‘tantum autem auditum habe- 
bant,” “but they only had the tidings.’ 


before us, as has been urged against the 
historical character of the Acts, especially 
by Hilgenfeld, Baur, and Zeller. 

2? Hofmann appeals to Eur. Iph. T. 1367. 
But in this, as in the other passages quoted 
by Hartung, I. p. 169, the well-known repe- 
tition of the same word with sé occurs. 

3 Baeumlein, Partik. p. 97. 

*See Pflugk, ad Hur. Hec. 39; Winer, 
p. 586. 

5 See Pflugk, ad Hur. Hee. 1179. 

6“ Rumor apud illos erat,” “there was 


7™So most expositors, including Riickert 
and Wieseler. 

® Matthies, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, 
Hofmann. 

® See Winer, p. 331; Bremi, a@ Dem. adv. 
Aphob. 17. 

10 Beza, Grotius, Morus, Koppe, Riickert, 
and others. 

11 Comp. on iii. 2, 23. 

12 Comp. ver. 13. 

'3 As was generally assumed before 
Winer, : 
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xapiroc qv Tov Oeov, ‘For as to me, all, he says, was of the grace of God,” 
Oecumenius.’ It was not, however, without a purpose, but with a just feel- 
ing of satisfaction, that Paul added kai édééalov év éuod rdv Oedy ; for this im- 
pression, which Paul then made on the churches in Judaea, stood in start- 
ling contrast to the hateful proceedings against him of the Judaizers in Ga- 
latia.—Mark further,” how ver. 23 rests on the legitimate assumption that 
Paul preached in substance no other gospel than that which those churches 
had received from Jerusalem, although they were not yet instructed in the 
special peculiarities of his preaching ; as, in fact, the antagonism between 
the Pauline teaching and Judaism did not become a matter of public inter- 
est until later (Acts xv. 1). 


Norrs By AMERICAN Eprror. 


I. Ver. 1. ov« an’ avOpdreav odd? dv avOpdrov, 


‘‘ When Meyer asserts a distinction between a causa remotior and a causa 
medians, this is not accurate, since the subject treated is not the two causes for 
the one act of the call, but the authorization of the office, and the call of the 
person”’ (Sieffert). ‘‘ There are few points more characteristic of the apostle’s 
style than his varied but accurate use of prepositions, especially of two or 
more in the same, or immediately contiguous, clauses’’ (Ellicott). 


II, Ver. 1. av6padrov. 


On the other hand, Eadie : ‘“‘ The change to the singular forms a designed 
antithesis to the following clause, while it denies the intervention of human 
agency in any form and to any extent.’’ So also Sieffert. Meyer is supported 
by Brenz, who, however, loses sight of the distinction in the prepositions — viz., 
Per Christum adhuc humanam vitam in terris agentem, while by the same inter- 
pretation the otk an’ avOpdmwv becomes A duodecim Apostolis, “ By the twelve 
apostles.”’ 


Ill. Ver. 1. av6pdrov. 


The statement requires qualification. Instead of saying: ‘It was not a 
man,” etc., the author himself would not dissent from the better interpre- 
tation of Calovius : ovk ywAdc avOpdroc. The participation by the entire divine- 
human person of divine majesty, honor, and dominion does not demand the 
limitation of a subordination. As tothe chief passage quoted (1 Cor. xv. 28) the 
explanation of Philippi isin point (Kirchliche Glaubenslehre, iv. 379): ‘‘That 
after the attainment of its goal, the Son of God surrenders His place of pre- 
eminence as the Head and Leader of humanity, and with respect to the 
human race returns to His original co-ordination with the Father.” 


IV. Ver. 1. Ocov rarpéc. 


Eadie: ‘‘ The name is probably inclusive of all these relations.” 


1Comp. John xvii. 10; Ecclus. xlvii. 6. Lex. Soph. I. p. 598. 
See generally Bernhardy, p. 210; Ellendt, 2 In opposition to Holstein and others. 
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V. Ver. 1. Oeot rarpoc. 


Here Meyer’s subordinationism again appears. The climax, however, is to 
be retained. For while in the Trinity ‘‘none is before and after other ;” yet 
with respect to the order of their subsistence, as declared when it is said that 
one emanates or proceeds from the other, such distinction is correct. Not 
then “‘ from the Higher to the Highest,” with respect to actual diginity, authority, 
or age, but with regard to their order of working in the economy of grace. 
The idea here is also : from the incarnate Son to the unincarnate Father ; from 
the God-man to Him who is God and not man; from the Mediator to Him 
with whom he mediates. 


VI. Ver. 1. tov éyeipavtoc abrov ék vexpov. 
Luther based this on Rom. iv. 25. 


. 


VII. Ver, 4. 


For the grace and peace here mentioned are in direct opposition to the legal 
righteousness of the Jews. 


VIII. Ver. 4. aidvoc tov éveotéroc. 


Sieffert protests against this interpretation, and maintains that aidv is not 
applicable to the period of the world preceding the Parousia, and is never so 
used. As to éveordc, as a perf. part., it may designate what, although having 
entered for a longer or shorter period, still extends, with its consequences, into 
the present, hence the present ; or more seldom it may mean that which an- 
nounces itself as threatening. In the latter sense, it occurs in N. T., 1 Cor. vii. 
26; 2 Thess. ii. 2. The former meaning, present, it has very frequently in 
profane Greek, and in the N. T. at Rom. viii. 38 ; 1 Cor. iii. 22, vii. 26 ; Heb. 
ix. 9, and here. For as Rom. viii. 38 contrasts ta éveoréta with ta puéAAovta, 
so here the aidév éveordé¢ is in manifest antithesis to aidv wéAAwv, Eph. i. 24 
(Matt. xii. 32; Heb. vi. 3), and is therefore the same as what Paul elsewhere 
terms 6 aidv évtoc, Rom, xii. 2; 1 Cor. i. 20, ii. 6, 8, iii. 18; or 6 viv Karpdc, 
Rom. vili. 38 ; or 6 aiwy Tov Kéopov tobrov, Eph. ii. 2. With this Alford and Eadie 
concur, and to it Ellicott inclines. 


IX. Ver. 4. émw¢ @&éAnrar. 


Sieffert here again dissents. ‘‘As mostly in the LXX. and always in the N. T. 
(Acts vii. 10, 34, xii. 11, xxiii. 27, xxvi. 17) to liberate from a power. Asa 
further end of the atoning death of Christ it designates as the final statement 
our deliverance from the power wherewith the present age of the world subjects 
us to its evil influences, consequently a moral operation, as in 2 Cor. v. 15; 
Eph. v. 26; Tit. ii. 14. This, with essential correctness, has been the inter- 
pretation of nearly all expositors since Chrysostom, although some in modern 
times, entirely against the connection, think chiefly (de Wette, Meyer, Eadie) 
or alone (Weiss, Bibl. Theol., § 80) of deliverance from misery, punishment, and 
danger.” 


X. Ver. 6. otto Tayxéwe. 


«Probably the apostle had no precise time in his reference. The unexpected- 
ness of the apostasy appears to be his prominent element of rebuke ” (Hadie), 


se ee 
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“In the N. T.rayéw¢ always stands without the specification of a terminus a 
quo; hence, with the exception of the passage, in which, in combination with 
a future idea, it includes a temporal reference to the present (1 Cor. iv. 19; 
Phil. ii. 19, 24; 2 Tim. iv. 9) in an absolute sense (Luke xiv. 21, xvi. 6; 
John xi. 31; 2 Thess. ii. 2; 1 Tim. v. 22), so also here the more for the reason 
that the verb weratibeote in the present designates the still progressive devel- 
opment of the apostasy ’’ (Sieffert). 


XI. Ver. 6. a7d rob Kadrécartoe, 


Regarding the dé Tov xadéoavroc as referring to God, the remark of Brenz is 
worthy of note, that to turn from God is therefore, as the argument here shows, 
not necessarily to become an atheist, or to lapse into heathenism, but simply 
to hold that ‘‘ to attain forgiveness of sins and salvation through faith in Christ 
is not sufficient, and that they must be merited also by the works of the law.” 


Xo Ver animeeTe 0s 


‘‘Kyen in Matt. xi. 3, adduced by Ellicott to show that érepoc does not 
always keep its distinctive meaning, it may signify not simply another indi- 
vidual, but one different in position and function” (Kadie). 


XII. Ver. 7. tuvé¢ eiow ol tapdooorrec, 


The tivé¢ is not without a strain of contempt (Paraeus, Eadie). Cf. 2 Cor. iii. 
ee 2 


XIV. Ver. 8. jyeic. 


Estius, de Wette, Olshausen, Conybeare, regard jeic used by enallage for éyu. 
Cf. 2 Cor. x. 2-16. Lightfoot, on the contrary: ‘St. Paul never seems to use 
the plural when speaking of himself alone.’’ Luther: ‘I and my brethren, 
Timothy, Titus, and as many as with me teach Christ purely.” Ellicott main- 
tains that whether there is an enallage or not must be determined from the 
context ; and that while here there is none, yet it may be found in 1 Thess. 
ieee 

XV. Ver. 8. é& oipavod. 


The é& ovpavod is in distinction from a fallen angel (Olshausen, Eadie), 


XVI. Ver. 8. rap’ 6 einyyedug dpeba. 


On the contrary, Lightfoot : ‘‘St. Paul is here asserting the oneness, the in- 
tegrity of his gospel. It will not brook any rival. It will not suffer any foreign 
admixture. The idea of ‘contrariety,’ therefore, is alien to the general bearing 
ot the passage, though independently of the context the preposition might well 
have this meaning.’’ Alford correctly observes that the preposition really 
includes both ideas. 


XVII. Ver. 10. 


This explanation is referred by Sieffert not to the curse twice pronounced, but 
to the fact that what had been previously uttered in an indefinite and general 
way, is not repeated with reference to particular persons. 
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XVIII. Ver. 10. apr yap avOparove. 


Sieffert seeks to reconcile both views : ‘‘ With special reference to his oppo- 
nents, although expressed generally.” 


XIX. Ver. 11. dde2doi. 


“Still dear to him, in spite of their begun aberration, as in iii. 15, iv. 12, 
v. 13, vi. 1” (Eadie). 
XX. Ver. 12. oddé yap eyo. 


Sieffert at some length argues that Meyer’s statement that the interpretation 
of obdé yap, as neque enim, is inconsistent with emphasis on the éyd, is incorrect. 
He attaches to it a conjunctive force, and derives the antithetical idea from 
v.11. That the airéc is unnecessary, as Meyer states, is sufficiently disproved by 
the solitary eyé in 1 Cor. xi, 23. Ellicott’s interpretation impresses us most by 
extending the subjects of the antithesis even beyond the apostles—viz., ‘‘I, as 
little as any others, whether ypcorodidakror or avOpwmodidaxror.”” 


XXI. Ver. 12. otre édsddyOnv. 


The oidé belongs to the whole sentence ; the ojre connects its parts. See 
Winer’s N. T. Grammar, § 55, 6. 


XXII. Ver. 12. dv aroxartinewc, «7.2, 


Sieffert regards the period here specified too narrow, as it may have covered 
the entire time between his call at Damascus and his undertaking the work of 


apostle to the Gentiles, with which he concludes this review of his life in 
vv. 21-23. 


XXIII. Ver. 14. év to yéver pov, 


‘An accidental proof that he is addressing Gentile converts” (Lightfoot). 


XXIV. Ver. 14. repiocorépwc Cydwrie, K.7.A. 


‘We cannot agree with Meyer, followed by Alford, Ellicott, and others, in 
saying that the adjective and pronoun limit these traditions to the sect of the 
Pharisees, Paul being dapicaioc, vidc¢ gapicaiov. We rather think, with Wieseler, 
that the reference must be as wide as the phrase év r@ yéver’’ (Lightfoot). 


XXY. Ver. 17. elc¢ ’ApaBiav. 


The place, the object, and the length of time of the visit to Arabia are alike 
uncertain. For the indefinite limits of the term Arabia, see especially Cony- 
beare and Howson, Vol. I., 96 sqq. Many, among them Sieffert, locate this visit 
in a region neighboring Damascus—Arabia Deserta ; others fix it in Arabia 
Petraea ; still others, in Arabia Felix. As to the object, Sieffert dissents from 
Meyer, on the ground, that not until ver. 21 sqq. do we find the record of the 
beginning of his missionary activity, and that the ei@éwc does not limit the 
ebayyéAwopuat, as Meyer intimates. Luther’s view harmonizes with that of Meyer: 
‘* What else would he have done than preach Christ.” But in the absence of all 
evidence to this effect in Acts, the probabilities incline to its being for a season 
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of quiet preparation in the desert for his great work. As Neander, however, 
remarks (Planting and Training of Christian Church, KE, T., p. 93): ‘‘ Hither view 
equally suits the antithesis in this passage, that Paul did not go up to Jerusa- 
lem in order to make his appearance under the sanction of those who were 
apostles before him.” Cf. Schaff’s Hist. of Apostolic Church, p. 236; Farrar'’s 
Lifeand Work of St. Paul, chap. xi. Kitto (Bible Illustrations) adopts the hypoth- 
esis of a retreat from the heat and insalubrity of Damascus during the summer 
season. 


XXVI. Ver. 18. pera érn rpia. 


The argument for the necessity of this partial correction presented in com- 
mentary on Acts ix. 26 are insufficient. The interval of three years need not 
have been three full years, but, like the three days of our Lord’s abode with 
the dead, parts of three years, amounting to little more than a full year. The 
argument Meyer draws from the distrust of the disciples rests partially on 
the unproved hypothesis that Paul had spent the interval in Arabia in preach- 
ing. He concedes that ‘‘ the distrust may in some measure be explained from a 
long retirement in Arabia.”’ For a harmonizing of the two accounts see Excur- 
sus A of the volume of the Handy Commentary (Sanday) on Galatians, 


XXVIT. Ver. 18. ‘Huépac dexarévte. 


‘*‘ While the fifteen days were amply sufficient for the communication of par- 
ticular historical details which Paul did not regard essential to his gospel, they 
were actually too short for Paul, after having for three years developed inde- 
pendently in his Christian convictions, to have been advised in spiritual depend- 
ence by Peter” (Sieffert). 


XXVIII. Ver. 20. rov adeAgov tov Kvpiov. 


It is surprising that such interpretation should be given the language of the 
Form. Concord., which does contain it even by remotest implication. See 
Miiller’s edition, p. 679, § 24; English translation (Jacobs), p. 628, § 24. Meyer 
has evidently in mind the Latin translation of the Smalcald Articles, Miller, 
p. 299, whose rendering, however, does not make the perpetuity of Mary’s vir- 
ginity confessional. On the Lord’s brethren, see the Excursus of Lightfoot. 


XXIX. Ver. 20. érepov** ovK eidov, k.7.A, 


‘«‘The intention is to show, not asin v. 18, that he has not learned the 
gospel of the apostles, but that he had not received a formal commission to 
preach the gospel : as this would have had to proceed from the entire body of 
apostles” (Sieffert). 
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CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 5. of¢ oddé] is wanting in D* Clar.* Germ. codd. Lat. in Jerome and 
Sedul., Ir. Tert. Victorin. Ambrosiast. Primas. Claudius antissidor.! Con- 
demned by Seml., Griesb., Koppe, Dav. Schulz, But the omission is much too 
weakly attested, and arose simply from dé in ver. 4 being understood antithet- 
ically, and from the belief, induced by the remembrance of the apostle’s prin- 
ciple of accommodation, that it was necessary to find here an analogue to the 
circumcision of Timothy (Acts xvi. 3) ; ofdé stood in the way of this, and with 
it, on account of the construction, oi¢ was also omitted. This oi¢ was wanting 
at most only in manuscripts of the It. (see Reiche, p. 12), and ought not to 
have been rejected by Grot., Morus, and Michael. — Ver. 8. kai éuoi] With 
Lachm. and Tisch., read, according to preponderating testimony, «ayoi. — 
Ver. 9. ’IdxwBoc kat Knodc] DE F G, It., and several Fathers, have Ilérpoc¢ kai 
*IdkwGoc. A transposition according to rank.?— yév, which is wanting in Elz. 
and Tisch. (bracketed by Lachm.), is to be deleted, according to BF GH K 
L &*, min. vss. and Fathers. Inserted on account of the dé which follows. — 
Ver. 11. Here, and also in ver. 14, Kngd¢ and Kydd is the correct reading ac- 
cording to preponderating evidence. Comp. oni. 18. The very ancient fiction 
(see the exegetical note) that it is not the Apostle Peter who is here spoken of, 
testifies also to the originality of the Hebrew name. — Ver. 12. 7A6ov] B D* F 
G 8, 45, 73, codd. It., read 7AGev. So Lachm.? Comp. Orig. : éAGédvto¢ ’ laxéGBov. 
An ancient clerical error after ver. 11. — Ver. 14. The position of the words xai 
ove (Lachm, and Tisch. ov) “lovdaixadc jc is to be adopted, with Lachm., fol- 
lowing decisive testimony. No doubt «ai ove "lovdaixéc is wanting in Clar. 
Germ. Ambrosiast. Sedul. Agapet. ; but this evidence is much too weak to in- 
duce us (with Sem]. and Schott) to pronounce the words a gloss, especially as 
their omission might very easily be occasioned by the similar terminations of 
the two adverbs. — méc] Elz. Tisch. read 7/, in opposition to decisive testimony. 
— The evidence is also decisive against the omission of dé, ver. 16 (Elz.), which 
was caused by «idére¢ being understood as the definition of what precedes, 
with which view dé was not compatible. The omission was facilitated by the 
fact of a lesson beginning with eidérec. — Ver. 18. Instead of ovviornuc read, 
with Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., Tisch., cvriotdvew. — Ver. 20. roi viod tod Oct] 
Lachm. reads Tov Ooi kai Xpiorov, according to B D* F G, It. But most prob- 
ably this reading arose from the writer passing on immediately from the first 
tod to the second, and thus writing rov Osov only ; and, as the sequel did not 
harmonize with this, xa) Xpucrov was afterwards added. If, as Schott thinks, 
Tov Oeov k, Xpiotov was written because God and Christ are mentioned in vv. 
19, 20, the original rov viod rod Ocov would have been turned into rod Ocov x, 


1 Jerome, Sedul., Primas, have the ols, 3 Who (Praef. p. xii.) conjectures as to 
but not the ovde. this reading that r.vi should be read instead 
2 A. omits cai Kndas. of tivds. 
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If, however, rod Oot x. Xpiorov had been the original text, there 
would have been no reason whatever for altering this into rod vlod 7, Oecd. 


viov avtod. 


ConTENTS.—Paul continues the- historical proof of his full apostolic in- 
dependence. On his second visit to Jerusalem, fourteen years after, he had 
laid his gospel before those in repute, and had been, not instructed by 
them, but formally acknowledged as an apostle ordained by God to the 
Gentiles (vv. 1-10). And when Peter had come to Antioch, so far was 
Paul from giving up his apostolic independence, that, on the contrary, he 
withstood Peter openly on account of a hypocritical line of conduct, by 
which Christian freedom was imperilled (vv. 11-21). 

Ver. 1. On vv. 1-10, seeC. F. A. Fritzsche in Priteschior. Opuse. p. 158 ff ; 
Elwert, Progr. Annott. in Gal. ii. 1-10, etc., 1852; Reiche, Comm. 
Crit. p. 1 ff. On ver. 1, see Stélting, Bettrdge z. Hxeg. d. Paul. Briefe, 
1869, p. 155 ff. [Schwegler, Nachap. Zeitalt. I. p. 116 sqq. Baur, Paulus, 
2d ed. I. p. 119 sqq. Zeller, Apostelge. p. 216 sqq. Neander, Gesch. d. 
Pflanz., 4th ed. p. 208 sqq., American translation, p. 204 sqq. Lechler, 
Ap. u. Nachap. Zeitalt. I. 116 sqq. Ritschl, Altkath. k. 1857, p. 128 sqq. 
Trip, Paul. nach. d. Apostelgesch. p. 75 sqq. Ocrtel, Paul. in d. Apostelg. p. 
226 sqq. Ebrard, w. Krit. d. evang. Gesch. 3d ed. 1868, p. 878 sqq. 
Lipsius, <Apostel-convent in Schenkel’s Bibl. Lex. 1869. Overbeck, Avpostel 
geschichte, 1870, p. 216 sqq. Pfleiderer, Paulinism, 1873, p. 500 sqq. 
Weizsicker, Apostelkonzil, Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol. 1873, p. 191 sqq. K. 
Schmidt, Apostel-Konvent in Herzog’s Realencycl. 2d ed. 1877. Keim, Aus. d. 
Urchr. 1878, p. 64 sqq. W. Grimm, Der Apostelkonvent in theol. Stud. u. 
Krit., p. 405 sqq. Schaff’s History of the Apostolic Church, 249 sqq. 
Schaff’s Church History, I. p. 341 sqq. Conybeare and Howson’s Life 
and Epistles of St. Paul, 1. 223]. —ére:ra] thereafter, namely, after my so- 
journ in Syria and Cilicia ; correlative to the ére:ra in i. 21, and also in i. 
18. *Erecra joins the statement to what is narrated immediately before. 
Therefore not: after the journey to Jerusalem, i. 18.'— did dexatecodpwv 
érv] interjectis quatuordecim annis, after an interval of fourteen years.? The 
length of this period quite accords with the systematic object of the apostle, 
inasmuch as he had already, up to the time of this journey, labored for so 
many years entirely on his own footing and independently of the original 
apostles, that this very fact could not but put an end to any suspicion of 
his being a disciple of these apostles.* Following Oeder* and Rambach, 


1 Wieseler. 

2 Comp. Polyb. xxii. 26. 22, 5.’ ér&v rpiav ; 
Acts xxiv. 17. ; 

3 As to the use of da, which is based on 
the idea that the time intervening from the 
starting-point to the event in question is 
traversed when the event arrives (comp. 
Hermann, ad Viger. p. 856), see generally 
Bernhardy, p. 285; Kriiger, § 68. 22. 3; 
Winer, p. 336; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 50, and 
in Friteschior. Opusc. p. 162 f. ; Herod. iv. 1, 


amoSnmnoavTas OKTH kK, cikoot ETEa Kat did xpdvoUv 


tocovrov (after so long an interval) caridvtas 
«.7.A. 3 Deut. ix. 11, dca trecoapdxovra nucpav, 
‘at the end of forty days and forty nights” 

. wxKe KUptos Enot Tas SVo TAGdKas ; Joseph. 
Antt. iv. 8.12. Comp. the well-known &a 
xpovov, Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 8.1; 8° 
ai@vos, Blomfield, Gloss. ad Aesch. Pers. 1008 ; 
éva waxpovd, Thue. vi. 15. 3; 8’ érovs, Lucian, 
Paras. 15; 6” nuépwv, Mark ii. 1, and the 
like ; also 4 Mace. xiii. 20. 

4In Wolf. 
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Theile,’ Paulus and Schott have understood dua as within, ‘‘during the 14 
years I have now been a Christian ;” or, as Stdlting, acceding to this ex- 
planation, gives to it the more definite sense, ‘‘ during a space of time which 
has lasted 14 years from my conversion, and is now, at the time I am writing 
this epistle, finished.” But against this view may be urged the grammatical 
objection that dé is never used by Greek authors with respect to duration 
of time, except when the action extends throughout the whole time,’ either 
continuously, as Mark xiv. 53, or at recurring intervals, as Acts i. 3.° Even 
the passages which are appealed to, Acts v. 19, xvi. 9, xvii. 10, xxiii. 31, 
admit the rendering of d.a tie vuxtdg as throughout the night, without devi- 
ation from the common linguistic usage.* Moreover, how unintelligibly 
Paul would have expressed himself, if, without giving the slightest inti- 
mation of it,® he had meant the present duration of his standing as a Chris- 
tian ! Lastly, how entirely idle and objectless in itself would be such a 
specification of time! For that Paul could only speak of the journeys 
which he made as a Christian to Jerusalem, was self-evident ; but whether 
at the time when he wrote the epistle his life as a Christian had lasted 14 
years, or longer, or shorter, was a point of no importance for the main ob- 
ject of the passage, and the whole statement as to the time would be with- 
out any motive in harmony with the context. — Prom what point has Paul 
reckoned the 14 years? The answer, From the ascension of Christ,* must at 
once be excluded as quite opposed to the context. Usually, however, the 
conversion of the apostle is taken as the terminus a quo,” an appeal being 
made to the analogy of i. 18. Thus the three years of i. 18 would be again 
included in the fourteen years. But rdédv and the dd, indicating the in- 
terval which in the meantime had elapsed, point rather to the jirst journey 
to Jerusalem as the terminus a quo. The rad points back to the jirst jour- 
ney, and so da dexateoo. érév presents itself most naturally as the period in- 
tervening between the first journey and this rda. If Paul had again 
written yerd, as ini. 18, we might have inferred from the intentional iden- 
tity of expression the identity also of the starting-point ; but since he has 
here chosen the word 0:4 not elsewhere employed by him in this sense (after 
an interval of fourteen years), the relation or this d:d to réAw leads us to 
take the first journey to Jerusalem as the starting-point of the reckoning. 
This is the reckoning adopted by Jerome, Chrysostom on ver. 11, Luther,® 


1 In Winer’s Neue krit. Jour. VIII. p. 175. 

2 Valckenaer, ad Herod. vi. 12; Ast, ad 
Plat. de Leg. p. 399. 

3 See Fritzschior. Opuse. l.c. 

*See on these passages the Commentary 
on Acts. There is no cause for accusing 
(with Fritzsche) Luke of an improper devi- 
ation from the Greek usus loguendi. Comp. 
on 61a vuerés, Thue. ii. 4. 1; Ken. Anab. iv. 6. 
22. On the Homeric da vix«ra, during the 
night, see Nagelsbach on the Ziad, p. 222, 
ed. 3. 

§ Possibly by é& of év Xprore eiwt, “ from 
when I am in Christ,” or in some other 


way. 

6 Chronic. Euseb., Peter Lombard, Lud. 
Cappellus, Paulus. 

7So Olshausen, Anger, Matthies, Schott, 
Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Wieseler, 
Hilgenfeld, Ebrard, Ewald, apost. Zeit. p.55, 
Stélting, Eadie. 

8In the Commentary of 1519 (Opp. Jena 
1612, I. p. 386 B), ‘ Post annos 14, quibus si 
annos tres, quos supra memoravit, adjunx- 
eris, jam 17 aut 18 annos eum praedicasse 
invenies, antequam conferre voluerit,” 
“After 14 years, and if to these you add the 
three which he mentioned above, you will 
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Ussher, Clericus, Lightfoot, Bengel, Stroth,’ Morus, Keil, Koppe, Borger, 
Hug, Mynster, Credner, Hemsen, Winer, Schrader, Riickert, Usteri, Zeller, 
Reiche, Bleek, and others, as also by Hofmann, who, however, labors under 
an erroneous view as to the whole aim of the section beginning with i. 21.? 
— dexateoodpwv] emphatically placed before érév (differently in i. 18), in or- 
der to denote the long interval.* — rédu avéBnv eig ‘Iepoo.] Paul can mean by 
this no other than his second * journey to Jerusalem, and he says that be- 
tween his first and his renewed (rdéAvy) visit to it a period of 14 years had 
elapsed, during which he had not been there. If Paul had meant a third 
journey, and had kept silence as to the second, he would have furnished his 
opponents, to whom he desired to prove that he was not a disciple of the 
apostles, with weapons against himself ; and the suspicion of intentionally 
incomplete enumeration would have rested on him justly, so far as his ad- 
versaries were concerned. Indeed, even if on occasion of a second visit to 
Jerusalem, here passed over, he had not come at all into close contact with 
the apostles (and how highly improbable this would be in itself !), he would 
have been the less likely to have omitted it, as, in this very character of a 
journey which had had nothing to do with any sort of instruction by the 
apostles,* it would have been of the greatest importance for his object, in 
opposition to the suspicions of his opponents. To have kept silence as to 
this journey would have cut the sinews of his whole historically apologetic 
demonstration, which he had entered upon in i. 13 and still continues from 
i. 21 (though Hofmann thinks otherwise).’ This purely exegetical ground 
is quite decisive in favor of the view that Paul here speaks of his second 
journey to Jerusalem ;° and considered by itself, therefore, our passage pre- 


find that he had been preaching 17 or 18 
years already before he wished to confer.” 
Even with ¢his reckoning, his conversion 
still remains ‘‘the great event by which 
Paul measures for himself all Christian 
time” (Ewald); for the whole reckoning 
begins at i. 18 from this event as its starting- 
point. 

1JIn the Repert. fiir bibl. u. morgenl, Lit, 
IV. p. 41. 

2 See on i. 22. 

3 Comp. Herod. /.c. 

4 Very correctly put in the Chron. Huseb., 
& ele madwv, Sndovote étépa éoTiv avaBacts 
aitn, ‘tin that he says again, it is manifest 
that this is another journey.” 

5 Comp. i. 18. 

6 Wieseler’s objection that Paul, accord- 
ing to our view of his historical argument, 
would also have left unmentioned the jour- 
ney spoken of in Acts xviii. 22, whereby 
the reasoning above would fall to the 
ground as nimium probans, ‘proving too 
much,” is incorrect. For if he had shown 
that up to the apostolic council (see the sequel) 
he could not have received the instruction 
of the apostles, histask of proof was com- 


pletely solved ; because on occasion of his 
presence at that council he received formal 
acknowledgment and sanction as the apos- 
tle to the Gentiles. If up to that time he 
had not been a disciple of the apostles, now, 
when he had received in an official way the 
fullest acknowledgment as an independent 
apostle, there could no longer be any dis- 
cussion as to his having at some subsequent 
date procured apostolic instruction in Je- 
rusalem. It would therefore have been 
purely unmeaning, and even absurd, to have 
continued the history of his journeys to Je- 
rusalem beyond the date of the apostolic 
council. But up to that date he could not 
omit any journey, without rendering his 
historical deduction nugatory as a proof. 

7 Comp. also Bleek, Beitr. p. 55. 

8 Bloch, Chronotax. p. 67 f., and Schott 
find ‘wo journeys mentioned in ver. 1: the 
former obtains them from maddy (after 14 
years I made the second journey to Jerusa- 
lem, undertaken with Barnabas) ; and the 
latter brings them out thus: ‘intra 14 an- 
nos iterata vice adscendi Hierosolymas, 
cum Barnaba quidem (Act. xi. 30), posthac 
(Act. xv.) assumto etiam Tito,” ‘‘The go- 


46 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 


sents no difficulty at all. The difficulty only arises when we compare it 
with Acts. According to the latter, the second journey (Acts xi. 30, xii. 25) 
is that which Paul made with Barnabas in the year 44 in order to convey 
pecuniary assistance to Judaea ; hence many hold our journey as identical 
with that related in Acts xi. 30, xii. 25. So Tertullian ¢. Mare. i. 20, 
Ohron. Euseb., Calvin,’ Keil (Opuse. p. 160, and in Pott’s Sylloge, III. p. 
68), Gabler (neutest. theol. Journ. II. 2, p. 210 ff.), Rosenmiiller, Siiskind (in 
Bengel’s Archiv. I. 1, p. 157 ff.), Bertholdt, Kuinoel (ad Act. p. xxv.), 
Heinrichs (ad Act. p. 59), Tychsen (on Koppe, p. 149), Niemeyer (de temp. 
quo ep. ad Gal. conser. sit, Gott. 1827), Paulus, Guericke (Beitr. p. 80 ff.), 
Kiichler (de anno, quo Paul. ad sacra Ohr. convers. est, Lips. 1828, p. 27 ff.), 
Flatt, Fritzsche, Béttger, Stdlting. So also Caspari (geograph. chronol. 
Hinl. in d. Leb. Jesu, 1869). But the chronology, through the 14 years, 
is decisively opposed to this view. For as the year 44 a.p. or 797 v.c. is 
the established date of the journey in question,’ these 14 years with the ad- 
dition of the three years (i. 18) would carry us back to the year 27 a.p. ! 
Among the defenders of this view, Béttger has indeed turned dexarecodpuv 
into recodpwv ; but how little he is justified in this, see below. Fritzsche, 
on the other hand, has endeavored to bring out the 14 years, by supposing 
the reckoning of Luke iii. 1 to begin from the year of the joint regency of 
Tiberius, that is, the year 765 v.c., as, following Ussher, has been 
done by Clericus, Lardner, and others,* and now also by Wieseler.* It is 
assumed, consequently, that Christ commenced His ministry in 779, and 
was crucified in 781 ; that Paul became a Christian at the beginning of 783, 
and that 14 years later, in 797, the journey in question to Jerusalem took 
place. But against the assumption that the 14 years are to be reckoned 
from Paul’s conversion, see above. Besides, the year of the conversion 
cannot, for other chronological reasons, be put back beyond the year 35 A.D., 
that is, 788 v.c.° Lastly, the hypothesis, that Luke in iii. 1 did not reckon 
from the actual commencement of the reign of Tiberius, is nothing but a 
forced expedient based on extraneous chronological combinations, and find- 
ing no support at all in the plain words of Luke himself.*° The opinion, 


ing up to Jerusalem having been repeat- 
ed within 14 years, with Barnabas in- 
deed (Acts xi. 30), and afterwards Titus 
also having been taken.’ Both views are 
introduced into the passage inconsistently 
with the text. For according to Bloch’s ex- 
planation, Paul must have spoken previ- 
ously of a journey made with Barnabas; 
and in Schott’s interpretation not only is 
6.4 wrongly understood (see above), but it 
would be necessary at least that instead of 
ovpmapar. kai Tirov the text should run, elra 
S€ guumapad, x. T. Nevertheless Lange, 
apostol. Zettalt. I. p. 99 f., has again resorted 
to the evasion that waaAvv is to be referred to 
wera Bapv. and presupposes an earlier jour- 
-ney already. made with Barnabas (Acts xi.) 

1 Among the older expositors, J. T. Major 


is also named as in favor of this view, whose 
Annotata ad Acta Ap. Jen. 1647, 8vo, are 
quoted by Gabler and Winer. But in the 
second edition of Major’s Annotata, which 
appeared after his death, Jena 1670, 4to, 
Major (p. 410 ff.) pronounces decidedly for 
the view which holds the journey men- 
tioned in Gal. ii. 1 to be identical with that 
in Acts xy. 

2 See Introd. to Acts. 

3 See on Luke iii. 1. 

4In Herzog’s Hncykl. XXI. p. 547 ff., and 
especially in his Beitr. z. Wiirdigung d. 
Evang. 1869, p. 177 ff. 

5 See on Acts, Introd. 

6 See further, in opposition to it, Anger, 
rat. temp. p. 14 f., and 2. Chronol. d. Leh- 
ramtes Chr. 1. 
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therefore, that the journey Gal. ii. 1 is identical with that mentioned in 
Acts xi., must be rejected ; and we must, on the other hand, assume that 
in point of fact those expositors have arrived at the correct conclusion who 
consider it as the same which, according to Acts xv., was undertaken by 
Paul and Barnabas to the apostolic conference.’ This result is, however, to 
be based in the first instance not on a comparison of the historical references 
contained in Gal. ii. and Acts xv., but on dud dexatecodpwv érov ; and the his- 
torical references of Acts xv. afterwards serve merely as a partial, although 
very material, confirmation. For the point of view, from which the journey 
is brought forward in our passage, is one so special and subjective, that it 
cannot present itself in the connected objectively historical narrative of Acts, 
whether we take it in connection with Acts xi. or Acts xv. By the search 
for points of agreement and of difference, with the view of thereby arriving 
at a decision, far too much room is left for argument pro and contra, and con- 
sequently for the play of subjective influences, to reach any certain result. 
I. Thus in support of the identity of the journey Gal. ii. 1 with that of 
Acts xi. xii., it is argued’—(1.) That the journey follows on the sojourn in 
Cilicia and Syria (i. 21, ii. 1 ; comp. Actsix. 30, xi. 25 ff.). But why should 
not Paul, in the érevra, ii. 1, have also mentally included his first missionary 
journey (to Cyprus, Pamphylia, Pisidia, and Lycaonia, Acts xiii. xiv.) as 
preceding, seeing that he made this journey from Antioch and after its com- 
pletion again abode in Antioch for a considerable time, and seeing that his 
object made it important not somuch to write a special history of his labors, 
as to show at what time he had first come into closer official connection with 
the apostles, in order to make it plain that he had not learnt from them ? 
(2.) That it is probable that Paul soon after the beginning of his labors as 
the apostle to the Gentiles (Gal. i. 23 ; Acts xi. 25 f. ; comp. Acts xv. 23, 
ix. 30) expounded his system of teaching at Jerusalem, and laid it before the 
apostles for their opinion. But this argument proves too much, since it is 
evident from i. 16 that Paul commenced the exercise of his vocation as an 
apostle to the Gentiles immediately after his conversion ; so that, even if 
the 14 years be reckoned from the conversion, there still remains this long 
period of 14 years during which Paul allowed this alleged requirement to 
be unsatisfied. According to our interpretation of ii. 1, this period is in- 
creased from 14 to 17 years ; but, if Paul had taught 14 years without the 
approbation of the apostles, he may just as well have done so for 17 years. 


1 So Irenaeus, adv. haer. iii. 18, Theodoret, 
Jerome, Baronius, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Pearson, and most of the older expositors, 
Semler, Koppe, Stroth, Vogel (in Gabler’s 
Journ. fiir ausert. theol. Lit. 1. 2, p. 249 ff.), 
Haselaar, Borger, Schmidt (Zinl. I. p. 192 
and in the Analect. III. 1), Eichhorn, Hug, 
Winer, Hemsen, Feilmoser, Hermann (de P. 
ep.ad Gal. tribus prim. capp., Lips. 1882), 
Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, Anger, 
Schneckenburger, Neander, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Zeller, Leke- 
busch, Elwert, Lechler (apost. u. nachapost. 


Zeitalt. p. 394 ff.), Thiersch, Reuss, Reiche, 
Ewald, Ritschl, Bleek, Ellicott, Hofmann, 
Laurent, Holsten, Trip, Oertel, Lipsius, 
Pfleiderer, Weizsiicker, K. Schmidt, Keim, 
Lightfoot, Eadie, and others. Riickert does 
not come to a decision, but (in his Com- 
mentary and in the exeget. Mag. I. 1, p. 118 
ff.) denies the identity of our journey with 
that related in Acts xi. xii., and leaves it a 
matter of doubt whether the journey men- 
tioned in Acts xv. or that in xviii. 22 is the 
one intended. 
2 See Fritzsche, /.c. p. 227. 
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(3). That the sanction given to Paul and Barnabas as apostles to the Gentiles 
(ii. 9) must have been consequent on the journey mentioned in Acts xi. xii., 
because otherwise the Holy Spirit would not have set them apart (Acts xiii. 
2 f.) as apostles to the Gentiles. But might not the ordination of the two to 
be teachers of the Gentiles (Acts xiii. 2) have taken place previously, and the 
formal acknowledgment of this destination on the part of the apostles in 
Jerusalem have followed at a subsequent period ? This latter view, indeed, 
is supported even by the analogy of airoi dé sic rHv meprtophy (Gal. ii. 9), in- 
asmuch as James, Peter, and John had been already for a long time before 
this apostles to the Jews, but now arranged that as their destination for- 
mally in concert with Paul and Barnabas. (4.) That the stipulation respect- 
ing the poor (ii. 10) was occasioned by the very fact of Paul and Barnabas 
having brought pecuniary assistance (Acts xi. 30). But the care for the 
poor lay from the very beginning of the church so much at its heart, and 
was so much an object of apostolic interest (Acts ii. 44 f., iv. 34 ff., vi. 1 ff.), 
that there was certainly no need of any special occasion for expressly making 
the remembrance of the poor one of the conditions in the concert, ii. 9 f. 
(5.) That the apostles, according to ii. 3, had insisted on the circumcision 
of Titus,—a non-emancipation from Mosaism, which might agree with the 
time of Acts xi. xii., when the conversion of the Gentiles was still in its in- 
fancy, but not with the later time of Acts xv. But see the note on ver. 3. 
Even if we allow the erroneous idea that the apostles had required this cir- 
cumcision, we should have to consider that James at a much later point 
(Acts xxi. 17 ff.) required Paul to observe a completely Jewish custom, from 
which it is evident how much, even at a very late date, the Jewish apostles 
accommodated themselves to the Jewish Christians, and Paul also assented 
to it. (6.) That in Acts xv. there is no trace of the presence of John at Jeru- 
salem. But although John is not mentioned by name, he may very well 
have been included in the general oi améorodo: (Acts xv.). (7.) Lastly, 
Fritzsche remarks, ‘‘ Paulum novem circiter annos in Cilicia commoratum 
esse (v. Act. ix. 30, xi. 25; Gal. i. 18, cf. Gal. ii. 1; Act. xi. 30), quis 
tandem, quum multorum ab apostolis actorum memoria aboleverit . . . prae- 
fracte negare sustineat ?” etc.! Paul may certainly have been a long time in 
Syria and Cilicia, but how long, must remain entirely undetermined after 
what we have remarked on (1). Besides these arguments? it has been urged*® 
that the conduct of Peter at Antioch (ii. 11 ff.) is too contradictory to the 
apostolic decree of Acts xv. to permit our identifying the journey in ques- 
tion with that made to the conference ; that in the whole of the epistle Paul 
makes no mention at all of the authority of the conference ; and lastly, that 


1“ That Paul tarried about nine years in Ci- 
licia,who then would venture to persistently 
deny since the memory of many acts had 
perished from the memory of the apostles ?” 

2 As a revelation afforded to Paul himself 
must certainly be intended, the assertion 
often brought forward, that car’ amoxdAuyiev 
in ii. 2 applies to the narrative about the 
prophet Agabus (Acts xi. 28 ff.), is so evi- 


dently incorrect, that it does not merit 
notice. Also the special ground brought 
forward by Béttger, in order to confirm 
the identity of the journey Gal. ii. 1 with 
that described in Acts xi. xii., carries with 
it its own refutation. See, on the contrary, 
Rickert, in the Magaz. f. Hxeg. u. Theol. des 
Ns Pale. 108 fe 
3 See especially Siiskind and Keil. 
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after the conference Paul judged more mildly as to the nullity of cireumci- 
sion than he does in our epistle. - But nothing can be built on these argu- 
ments ; since (a) even if our journey were that mentioned in Acts xi. xe 
still the reproach of inconstancy (grounded on his natural temperament) 
would rest upon Peter, because he had in fact at an earlier period been 
already divinely instructed and convinced of the admissibility of the Gen- 
tiles to Christianity (Acts x. 8 ff., xi. 2 ff.) ; @) in the principle of his apos- 
tolic independence Paul had quite sufficient motive? for not mentioning the 
apostolic decree, especially when dealing with the Galatians ;? and lastly (@) 
the severe judgment of the apostle as to the nullity of circumcision in our 
letter was, in his characteristic manner, adapted altogether to the polemical 
interest of the moment : for that he should pass judgment on the same sub- 
ject, according to circumstances, sometimes more severely and sometimes 
more mildly, accords completely with the vigorous freedom and elasticity of 
his mind. Hence the passages cited for the freer view (Acts xvi. 3; 1 Cor. ix. 
20 ff.; Acts xxi. 20 ff.) cannot furnish any absolute standard. —II. To prove 
the identity of our journey with that of Acts xv., appeals have been made to 
the following arguments : (1) That Titus, whom Paul mentions in ii. 1, is in- 
cluded in tivac GAAove 2& abrév, Acts xv. 2; (2) That in ver. 2, dvedéuny abroic 
TO evayy. 6 Knp. év Toic éSv. is parallel to Acts xv. 4, 12 ; (8) That the Judaizers 
mentioned in Acts xy. 5 are identical with the rape:odkrore pevdadéAdorc, Gal. 
ii. 4; (4) That the result of the apostolic discussions recorded in Acts xv. 
quite corresponds with aA7’ otdé Titoc . . . qvayxdodn mepitundqva, Gal. ii. 8 ; 
(5) That in an historical point of view, Gal. ii. 11 agrees exactly with Acts xv. 
30 ; (6) That in Acts xi. Barnabas still has precedence of Paul, which, how- 
ever, is no longer the case throughout in Acts xv. (only in vy. 12, 25); (7) 
That in our epistle Paul could not have omitted to mention the important 
journey of Acts xv. But on the part of those who look upon our journey as 
that related in Acts xi. xii., or even in Acts xviii. 22,* such grounds for 
doubt are urged against all of these points,‘ that they cannot be used at least 
for an independent and full demonstration of the identity of our journey with 
that of Acts xv., but merely furnish an important partial confirmation of the 
proof otherwise adduced ; to say nothing of the fact that the accounts in Gal. 
ii. and Acts xv. present also points of difference, from which attempts have 
been made with equal injustice to deny the whole historical parallel, and to 
abandon unduly the historical truth of the 15th chapter of the Acts.°—The 
result of all the discussion is as follows :—As Paul, in accordance with his own 
clear words in Gal. ii.1 as well as with his whole plan and aim in the passage, 
can mean no other journey whatever except the second which he made as an apostle to 
Jerusalem; and as, moreover,the dia dexateccapor ér dv forbids our think- 
ing of that journey which is related in Acts xi. xii. as the second ; the journey repre- 
sented by him in Gal. ii.1 as his second journey must be held to be the same as that 
represented by Luke in Acts xv. as the third,—an identity which is also con- 


1 Comp. Introd. § 3. Wieseler, p. 557 ff. 
2 Comp. Ritschl, altkathol. K. p. 149. 5 Baur, Schwegler, Zeller, Hilgenfeld, 
3 Wieseler. Holsten. 


4 See especially, Fritzsche /.c. p. 224 ff. ; 
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Jirmed by the historical parallels to be found in Gal. ii. and Acts xv.’ In this 
way, doubtless, the account of the Epistle to the Galatians conflicts with that 
of Acts ;? but, in the circumstances, it is not difficult to decide on which 
side the historical truth lies. [See Note XXX., p. 95.] The account of 
Luke, as given in Acts xi. xii., that Paul came to Jerusalem with Barnabas 
to convey the moneys collected, must be described as in part unhistorical. 
Perhaps (for it is not possible definitely to prove how this partial inaccuracy 
originated) Paul went only a part of the way with Barnabas (Acts xi. 30), and 
then, probably even before reaching Judaea (see below), induced by circum- 
stances unknown to us, allowed Barnabas to travel alone to Jerusalem ; and 
thereafter the latter again met Paul on his way back, so that both returned 
to Antioch together (Acts xii. 25), but Barnabas only visited Jerusalem in 
person. Schleiermacher* assumes an error on the part of Luke as author ; 
that, misled by different sources, he divided the one journey, Acts xv., into 
two different journeys, Acts xi. and xv. But the total dissimilarity of the 
historical connection, in which these journeys are placed by the narrative of 
Acts, makes us at once reject this supposition ; as, indeed, it cannot pos- 
sibly be entertained without unjustifiably giving up Luke’s competency for 
authorship, and by consequence his credibility, in those portions of his book 


1 Accordingly, the opinions that our pas- 
sage relates to a journey still later than 
that reported in Acts xv. fall to the ground 
of themselves, for the journey Acts xy. can 
neither be historically disputed nor can it 
have been omitted by Paul. Following Jac. 
Cappellus, Whiston, and others, Kohler 
(Abfassungsz. p. 8) has found our journey in 
Acts xviii. 22,—a view more recently de- 
fended by Wieseler, Chronologie d. ap. Zei- 
tat. p. 201 ff., and Komment. p. 553 ff., also 
in Herzog’s Hncyki. XIX. art. Galaterbrief ; 
but Schrader transfers it to the interval 
between vy. 20 and 21 of Acts xix.—to the 
time of the composition of the Second Epis- 
tle to the Corinthians. Against Kohler and 
Schrader, see especially Schott, Lrérterung, 
p. 22 ff.; Wurm, in the Zvibing. Zeitschr. 
1833, I. p. 50 ff.; Auger, rat. temp. p. 153 ff. 
According to Epiph. Haer. xxviii. 4, even 
the journey of Acts xxi. 15-17 is the one in- 
tended ! Against Wieseler, who is supported 
by Lutterbeck, see Baur in the ¢theol. Jahrb. 
1849, p. 460 ff. ; Zeller, Apost. p. 218 f.; Hil- 
genfeld, in his Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1860, 
p. 144 ff.; Moller on de Wette (ed. 3), p. 
85 ff. Comp. also Diisterdieck in Reuter’s Re- 
pert. Sept. 1849, p. 222; Schaff, Gesch. d. chr. 
K.I. p. 181 ff. [Am. Rev. Ed. I. p. 335 sqq.], 
Holtzmann, in Schenkel’s kirchl. Zeitschr. 
1860, 8, p. 55 ff.; Ebrard, and others. It is 
unnecessary for us here to go further into 
Wieseler’s arguments from an exegetical 
point of view ; for the supposition of some 
later journey than Acts xv, must at all 


events from Gal. ii. 1 appear an exegetical 
impossibility, so long as we allow this much 
at least of truth to the Acts of the Apostles 
—that Paul was at the apostolic council. 
The journey to this council cannot have 
been passed over by Paul in his narrative 
given in our passage ; and consequently the 
journey Acts xviii. 22—which, too, he can- 
not have taken in company with Barnabas 
(Acts xv. 36 ff.)—cannot have been the one 
intended by him. This is completely suffi- 
cient to invalidate even the latest discus- 
sions of Wieseler. Reiche aptly observes 
(Comm. crit. p. 8): “ Paulus aut non affuisse 
in apostolorum conyentu Act. xy., aut male 
causae suae consuluisse, silentio id praeter- 
iens, censendus esset,” “‘ Paul would have 
to be regarded either as not having been 
present at the apostolic conference, Acts 
15, or, by passing it over in silence, to have 
administered his cause unsuccessfully.” 

2 Hofmann (with whom Laurent agrees) 
still contents himself with the superficial 
current evasion, that Paul had no need to 
mention the journey related in Acts xi., 
because it did not afford his opponents any 
matter for suspicion. As if his opponents 
were to be reckoned so innocent and guile- 
less in their judgment, and asif Paul would 
not have been shrewd enough to see the 
use that would be made of his passing over 
én silence one of the journeys made by him 
to the seat of the apostles! 

3 Hinl. in’s_N. T, p. 869 f, 
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in which he was.not an eye-witness of the facts. Credner also! has pro- 
nounced himself inclined to the hypothesis of an error on the part of Luke. 
He, however, makes the apostle travel with Barnabas (Acts xi. xii.) as far 
as Judaea, only not as far as the capital ; assuming that Paul remained 
among the churches of the country districts, and made the acquaintance 
with them presupposed ini. 22-24, Rom. xv. 19. But, on the one hand, 
looking at his apostolic interest, it is not in itself probable that, having 
arrived in the neighborhood of Jerusalem, he would fail, after so long an 
absence, to be drawn towards the mother-seat of the church, especially 
when he had come as deputy from Antioch ; on the other hand, we should 
expect that, in order to preclude his opponents from any opportunity of mis- 
representing him, he would have briefly mentioned this presence in Judaea 
(comp. i. 22), and mentioned it in fact with the express remark that at that 
time he had not entered Jerusalem itself. And, as regards the acquaintance 
with the churches in the country districts presupposed in i. 22-24, he may 
have made it sufficiently during the journey to the conference. The fact 
itself, that Paul during the journey recorded in Acts xi. was not at Jerusa- 
lem,” remains independent of the possible modes of explaining the so far 
unhistorical account there given. — pera Bapvdfa] The following ovurapar. 
x. Titov shows that Paul recognized himself as on this occasion the chief 
person, which agrees with Acts xv. 2, but not with Acts xi. 25, 30, xii. 25. 
—ovpuraparaBav Kai Titov] having taken along with us (as travelling compan- 
ion) also Titus. This xa? finds its reference in perd BapvéBa, to which the obv 
in ovurapad. also refers ; not among others also (Wieseler),—a meaning which 
is not suggested by the text. Whether, however, at Acts xv. 2, Titus is 
meant to be included in kaé rivag dAdove é& abtdv, must remain an open ques- 
tion. If he is meant to be included, then our passage serves to put the state- 
ment on the more exact historical footing, that Titus was not sent with the 
others by the church at Antioch, but was taken by Paul on his own behoof. 
The idea that he was sent on the part of the opposite party® cannot, on a 
correct view of Acts l.c., be entertained at all. [See Note XXXI., p. 95.] 


Note. — Tecodpwv, which Ludwig Cappellus, Grotius, Semler, Keil, Bertholdt, 
Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and others, also Guericke, Rinck, Kiichler, Bohl, Matthaei 
(Religionsl. d. Ap. I. p. 624), Schott (in his Isagoge, p. 196, not in his later writ- 
ings), Wurm, Ulrich, and Bottger, wish to read instead of dexarecodpur, is a 
mere conjectural emendation on chronological grounds, confirmed by no author- 
ity whatever, not even by the Chronic. Huseb., from the words of which it is, on 
the contrary, distinctly evident that the chronographer read dexatecodpav,* but 
Kai ei “y TovTo 


1 Hinl. I. 1, p. 315. AjWews apudmery avTov. . .. 


2 Which is admitted by Neander, ed. 4, p. 
188, following Bleek, Beitr. p. 55, and has 


Samev, evpedjoetat 0 xpdvos ad’ od eBamtiadyn 
kal avéBreWev, as mepréxovowy ai Ipages, ETH 


been turned to further account by Baur and 
his school against the historical character 
of the narrative of the Acts; see on Acts 
xi. 30. 

3 Fritzsche. 

476 eimeiv aitov 51a 15’ érav Soxet poe 
Tovs xpdvous THY amogTéAwy TOs amd THs ava- 


6’, “By his saying after fourteen years, he 
seems to me to number the times of the 
apostles from the Ascension. If we do not 
grant this, the time will be found to be that 
from which he was baptized and looked up, 
four years as comprised in Acts.” 
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on account of the chronology, because he took the journey for that recorded in 
Acts xi. xii., suggested recodpwv.! See Anger, Rat. temp. 128 ff.; Fritzsche, l.c. p. 
160 ff. ; Wieseler, Chronol. p. 206 f. Nevertheless Reiche, in the Comm. Crit., 
has again judged it necessary to read tecodpav, specially because the few mat- 
ters related of Paul in Acts x.-xv. cannot be held compatible with his having 
been seventeen years an apostle, and also because so early a conversion, as 
must be assumed from the reading dexatecodpwv, does not agree with Acts i.- 
ix., several of the narratives of which, it is alleged, lead us to infer a longer, 
perhaps a ten years’, interval between the ascension of Christ and the conver- 
sion of the apostle ; as indeed the existence of churches already established. in 
Judaea at the time of this conversion (Gal. i. 22) points to the same conclusion, 
and 2 Cor, xii. 2 ff., where the aroxd2vyuc refers to the conversion, agrees with 
tecodpwv, but not with dexatecodpwv in our passage. But when we consider the 
great incompleteness and partial inaccuracy of the first half of Acts, the possi- 
bility of explaining the establishment of the Judaean churches even in a shorter 
period embracing some four years, and the groundlessness of the view that 
2 Cor. xii. 2 (see on the passage) applies to the conversion of the apostle, these 
arguments are too weak to make us substitute a conjecture for an unanimously 
attested reading. 


Ver. 2. Aé] continuing the narrative, with emphatic repetition of the same 
word, as in Rom. iii. 22 ; 1 Cor. ii. 6 ; Phil. ii. 8, e¢ al.?— Kara aroxdhvur] 
in conformity with a revelation received. What an essential element for de- 
termining the bearing of the whole narrative ! Hence avé@. da x. ax. is not 
parenthetical (Matthias). But what kind of aroxddvyuc it was—whether 
it was imparted to the apostle by means of an ecstasy (Acts xxii. 17 ; 
2 Cor. xii. 1 ff.), or of a nocturnal appearance (Acts xvi. 9, xvili. 19, xxiii. 
11, xxvii. 23), or generally by a prophetic vision (so Ewald), or by a com- 
munication from the Spirit (Acts xvi. 6, 7, xx. 22, 23), or in some other 
mode—remains uncertain. According to Acts xv. 2, he was deputed by the 
church of Antioch to Jerusalem ; but with this statement our kata aroxddvwuw 
does not conflict :* it simply specifies a circumstance having reference to 
Paul himself individually, that had occurred either before or after that reso- 
lution of the church, and was probably quite unknown to Luke. Luke nar- 
rates the outward cause, Paul the inward motive of the concurrent divine 
suggestion, which led to this his journey ; the two accounts together give 
us its historical connection completely. Comp. Acts x., in which also a rev- 
elation and the messengers of Cornelius combine in determining Peter to go 
to Caesarea. The state of the case would have to be conceived as similar, 
even if our journey were considered identical with that related Acts xi. xii., 
in which case kata aroxdAvyv would apply not—possibly—to the prophe- 
sying of Agabus, but likewise to a divine revelation imparted to Paul him- 
self. Hermann,‘ as before him Schrader, and after him Dav. Schulz,° have 


explained it : ‘‘ eaplicationis causa, i.e., ut patefieret inter ipsos, quae vera es- 
1 It is therefore a pure error, when reo: 4 De P. ep. ad Gal. trib. prim. capp. Lips. 
odpwv is sometimes styled a varia lectio. 1832, also in his Opusc. V. p. 118 ff. 
2 Klotz, ad Devar. p. 361; Baeumlein, 5 De wiquot N. T. locor. lectione et interpr. 
Partik. p. 97. 1833. 


* As Baur and Zeller maintain. 
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set Jesu doctrina,” ‘‘for the purpose of explanation, i.e., that among them 
it might be made known what was'the true doctrine of Jesus.” No doubt 
xatéd might express this relation.’ But, on the one hand, the account of 
Acts as to the occasion of our journey does not at all require any explain- 
ing away of the revelation (see above); and, on the other hand, it would by 
no means be necessary, as Hermann considers that on our interpretation it 
would, that xara iva axoxéAvpw should have been written, since Paul’s ob- 
ject is not to indicate some sort of revelation which was not to be more pre- 
cisely defined by him, but to express the qualifying circumstance that he 
had gone up not of his own impulse, but at the divine command, not d¢’ 
éavtov, but Kata arokddvyv, conformably to revelation. Moreover, it is the 
only meaning consonant with the aim of the apostle, who from the begin- 
ning of the epistle has constantly in view his apostolic dignity, that here 
also, as in i, 12, 6, adroxad. should express a divine revelation,? as in fact the 
word is constantly used inthe N. T. in this higher sense.? — dvedéunv] I laid 
before them, for information and examination.’ —airoic] that is, the Chris- 
tians at Jerusalem, according to the well-known use of the pronoun for the 
inhabitants of a previously named city or province.® The restriction of the 
reference to the apostles,® who are of course not excluded, is, after ei¢ 'Iepocd- 
Juua, even still more arbitrary’ than the view which confines it to the pres- 
byterium of the church.* Reuss also ° wrongly denies the consultation of the 
congregation. — 76 evayy. 6 knpboow év roic é9v.] The main doctrine of which is 
that of justification by faith. Chrysostom aptly remarks, 16 ywpic mepitouge. 
The present tense denotes the identity which was still continwing at the time 
the epistle was written ;'° év roic é0veor does not, however, mean among the 
nations," but that it was his gospel to the Gentiles which Paul laid before the 


1Comp. Wesseling, ad Herod. ii. 151; On the contrary,if avrots applied to the apos- 


Matthiae, p. 1859; Winer, p. 376. 

2 Comp. Eph. iii. 3. 

S$ Comp. i. 12. 

4 Comp. Acts xxy. 14; 2 Macc. iii. 9, and 
Grimm thereon. Among Greek authors, in 
Plutarch, Polyb., Diog. L., etc. 

5 Bernhardy, p. 288; Winer, p. 587. 

¢ Chrysostom,Oecumenius, Calvin, Koppe, 
Schott, Olshausen, and others. 

If avrocs applied to the apostles, there 
was no need for regarding (with Chrysostom 
and others) kar’ idiay 6é rots Soxodor as a More 
precise definition of davedéuny avrois ; for if 
so, Paul would have expressed himself in a 
way very illogical and liable to misunder- 
standing, because xa7’ idiav 6¢ would be 
without meaning, if it was not intended to 
denote some act different from the general 
avedéunv avrots. Paulmust have written sim- 
ply dvedéunv adrois x.7.A., avedéuny 5€ ToIs Sox. 
This remark applies also against the view 
of Baur and Zeller, who, although they allow 
that the language warrants our view, take 
the sense to be, ‘‘I set it forth to them, but 
only to those of highest repute in particular.” 


tles, the meaning, as the passage runs, 
would have to be taken as Schott (comp. 
Olshausen) gives it: ‘‘doctrinam . . . apos- 
tolis omnibus exposui, privatim vero (ube- 
rius ac diligentius) iis, qui magni aestuman- 
tur, apostolis auctoritate insignibus, Petro, 
Johanni, Jacobo,” ‘‘I set forth the doctrine 
to all, but in private more fully and assid- 
uously to those who are regarded of high 
repute, viz., the apostles eminent in influ- 
ence, Peter, John, James.’ But how im- 
probable it is in itself, that Paul should have 
held such a separate conference with a 
select few of the apostles, and should not 
have vouchsafed an equally circumstantial 
and accurate exposition of his teaching to 
the whole of the apostles as such! Apart, 
however, from this, the three Soxodvtes ap- 
pear to have been the only apostles present 
in Jerusalem at that time. 

8 Winer, Matthies. 

* In the Revue théol. 1859, p. 62 ff. 

10 Comp. i. 16. 

11 Usteri. 
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mother-church of Jewish Christianity. — kar’ idiav dé roi¢ doxobar] 8c. avedéEuyy 
rd ebayy. 6 Knpboow év roig é9v. But apart, that is, in one or more separate 
conferences, to those of repute.? Toic doxovor singles out the aestumatos from 
the body of Christians at Jerusalem. This, however, is not meant to apply 
to members of the church generally in good repute,* but (see on ver. 9) to 
James the brother of Christ, Peter, and John. The other apostles who were 
still alive appear already to have ceased from personal connection with the 
church at Jerusalem. Vv. 6, 7, 9 show that it is not the anti-Pauline par- 
tisan adherents of those three who are referred to ;* and, indeed, it would 
have been entirely opposed to his apostolic character to lay his gospel spe- 
cially before doxover in this sense. Moreover, the designation of the three apos- 
tles as of doxotvrec is not ‘‘an ironical side-glance,”* nor has it proceed- 
ed from the irritation of a bitter feeling against those who had habitually 
applied this expression to these apostles ;° but it is used in a purely histori- 
cal sense : for an ironical designation at this point, when Paul is about to re- 
late his recognition on the part of the earlier apostles, would be utterly de- 
void of tact, and would not be at all consonant either with the point of view 
of a colleague, which he constantly maintains in respect to the other apostles, 
or with the humility with which he regards this collegiate relation (1 Cor. 
xv. 8 ff.). He has, however, purposely chosen this expression (‘‘ the authori- 
ties’’), because the very matter at stake was his recognition. Homberg, Paulus 
and Matthies wrongly assert that roi¢ doxovo. means putantibus, ‘‘ those think- 
ing,” and that the sequel belongs to it, ‘‘ guz putabant, num forte in vanum 
currerem,” ‘‘ who thought that perhaps I had run in vain.” Vy. 5, 6, 9 testi- 
fy against this interpretation ; and the introduction of ¢ofcic#a into the notion 
of doxeiv is arbitrary, and cannot be supported by such passages as Hom. JJ. 
x. 97, 101.7. Besides, it would have been inconsistent with apostolic dignity 
to give such a private account to those who were suspicious. In classical 
authors also oi doxovyrec, without anything added to define it, means those of 
repute, who are much esteemed, nobiles.-—But why did Paul submit his gospel 
not merely to the Christians in Jerusalem generally, but also specially to the 
three apostles? By both means he desired to remove every suspicion which 
might anywhere exist in the minds of others,® that he was laboring or had 
labored in vain ; but how easy it is to understand that, for this purpose, he 
had to address to the apostles a more thorough and comprehensive state- 
ment, and to bring forward proofs, experiences, explanations, deeper 


1 Comp. Rom. xi. 13. 

2 On kar’ idiav, comp. Matt. xvii. 19; Mark 
iv. 34, ix. 28; Valckenaer, ad Hur. Phoen. 
p. 439. It is, like the ié¢¢, more usual in the 
classical authors (Thue. i. 182. 2, ii. 44. 2; 
Xen. Mem. iii. 7. 4, Anabd. v. 7. 18, vi. 2. 13; 
Ast, Lex. Plat. TI. p. 88), the contrast to 
kowy Or Synooia (comp. Mace. iv. 5). 

3 Comp. avdpas nyovmevous év Tois adeAdors, 
Acts xv. 22. 

* Grotius. 

5 Schwegler, I. p. 120. 

® Cameron, Riickert, Schott, comp. Ols- 


hausen. 

7 See, on the contrary, Hartung, Partikell, 
II. p. 188 f. 

8 See Eur. Hec. 295, and thereon Schaefer 
and Pflugk ; Porphyr. de abstin. ii. 40, et al.; 
Kypke, II. p. 274; Dissen, ad Pind. Ol. xiii. 
56. Comp. also Clem. Cor. I. 57. Just so the 
Hebrew WT. See Gesenius, Tes. I. p. 531 ; 
Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 889 f. Comp. d6xipor, 
Plat. Pol. x. p. 618 A; Herod. i.65; Blom- 
field, Gloss. in Aesch. Pers. p. 109. 

® Comp. Chrysostom, 
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dialectic deductions, etc.,’ which would have been unsuitable for the gen- 
eral body of Christians, among whom nothing but the simple and popular 
exposition was apprepriate ! Therefore Paul dealt with his colleagues kav’ 
But we must not draw a distinction as to matter between the public 
and the private discussion, as Estius and others have done : ‘“ publice ita 
contulit, ut ostenderet gentes non debere circumcidi et servare legem Mo- 
sis . privato autem et secreto colloquio cum apostolis habito placuit 
Fae quoque Judaeos ab observantia Mosaicae Legis . . . esse liberandos,” 

etc., ‘‘In public he devoted himself to the proof that the Gentiles are under 
no obligation to be circumcised and observe the law of Moses ; but in the 
private and secret conference held with the apostles, it was resolved that 
even the Jews should be liberated from the observance of the Mosaic law.” 
In this way Paul would have set forth only the half of his gospel to the 
mass of the Christians there ; and yet this half-measure, otherwise so opposed 
to his character, would not have satisfied the Jewish-Christian exclusiveness. 
Thiersch also wrongly holds” that the subject of the private discussion was 
Paul’s apostolic dignity ; it was nothing else than 7d evayyéduov x.7.2., and 
only in so far his apostolic legitimacy. The object of the private discussion 
was, in Winer’s opinion: ‘‘ut non, si his videretur P. castigandus, pub- 
lica expostulatione ipsius auctoritas infringeretur,” ‘‘so that if it should 
seem to them (the doxovov) that Paul ought to be reprimanded, his influ- 
ence might not be broken by the public complaint.” But this also is not 
in accordance with the decided character of Paul ; and if he had dreaded a 
public expostulation, he would not have ventured first to set forth his gospel 
publicly, because the apostles, in the event of disapproval, would not have 
been able to withhold public contradiction. The view that the private dis- 
cussion with the Jdoxoto. preceded the general discussion with the church,*® 
runs counter to the account of our passage, which represents the course of 
events as the converse. [See Note XXXII., p. 96.]—paruc cic xevov tpéyo 7 
édpayov] Taken by itself, w7rwc may signify either lest possibly, ne forte, and 
thus express directly the design of the aveSéunv,* or whether... not possibly, 
num forte, thus indirectly interrogatwe. The former interpretation is decid- 
edly to be rejected, because the indicative aorist édpauov does not suit it ; 
for, according to the Greek use of the particles of design with the indicative 
aorist or imperfect,® the aveOéunv would not actually have taken place ; and 
besides this, we should have to assume—without any ground for doing so in 
the context—that rpéyo and édpayoy are said ex aliorum judicio," ‘from the 


idiav. 


1 This was a case in which the principle 
beyond doubt applied, codiav 5¢ Aadodmev ev 
tots TeAecots, 1 Cor. ii. 6. 

2 Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 128. Comp. 
Lange, apost. Zeitalt. p. 100. 

30 Neander, p. 277 [Am. Ed., p. 124]; 
Lekebusch, Apostelgesch. p. 295. 

4 So, following the Vulgate and the Greek 
Fathers, Erasmus, Luther, and most exposi- 
tors, including Winer, Fritzsche, Rtickert, 
Schott. 


5 Usteri, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, Wieseler. 

8 See on iv. 17. 

7 Those who do not agree with this, fall 
into forced interpretations, as Fritzsche, 
Opuse. p. 175: “ne forte frustra etiam tum, 
quum epistolam ad Galatas scriberet, apos- 
toluslaboraret, aut .. . ante iter jam labor- 
avisset,’’ “‘lest, perhaps, it was in vain that 
the apostle labored even when he wrote 
the Epistle to the Galatians, or that he had 
already labored previously to the journey.” 


56 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 


judgment of others,” and that rpéyw is subjunctive, although by its connec- 
tion with édpayor it evidently proclaims itseif indicative. Hence w#mwc must 
be rendered num forte, and the reference of the nwm is supplied by the idea, 
‘¢ for consideration, for examination,” included in aveféunv.1 The passage 
is therefore to be explained : ‘‘ [laid before them my gospel to the Gentiles, 
with a view to their instituting an investigation of the question whether I am not 
possibly running or have run in vain.” The apostle himself, on his own part, 
was in no uncertainty about this question, for he had obtained his gospel 
from revelation, and had already such rich experience to support him, that 
he certainly did not fear the downfall of his previous ministry ;° hence 
uhroc is by no means to be understood * as implying any uncertainty or 
apprehension of his own (in order to see, in order to be certain, whether). 
But he wanted to obtain the judgment and declaration of the church and the 
apostles. Observe, moreover, that the apostle does not say circ (whether 
possibly); but, with the delicate tact of one who modestly and confidently 
submits himself to the judgment of the church and the apostles, while hos- 
tile doubts as to the salutary character of his labors are by no means unknown 
to him, he writes p#ruc, whether . . . not possibly (iv. 11 ; 1 Thess. ili. 5), that 
is, in the positive sense, whether perhaps.’ In no case has the apostle in 
warwe k.7.2. expressed the intention of procuring for himself a conviction of 
the correctness of his teaching. °— elc¢ xevdv] in cassum, ‘in vain.”" Paul 
conceives his running as vain, thatis, not attaining the saving result aimed at,® 


1 Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 187, 140. 

2 Holsten. Against Holsten’s exaggera- 
tion Hilgenfeld (in his Zeitschr. 1860, p. 117 f.) 
has justly declared himself. The counter 
remarks of Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Petr. u. Paul. 
p. 277, are immaterial. 

3 With Usteri and Hilgenfeld, also Butt- 
mann, neut. Gr. p. 303, and Holsten. 

4 So, correctly, Wieseler ; comp. Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. Il. 2, p. 44 f., who, however, 
heil. Schr. N. T. I. p. 86, supplies only 
aveséunv (without 7rd evayy. «.7.A) after rt. 
Soxovor, thus making pyjmws «.7.Ad. the matter 
itself laid before them ; but this would be at 
variance with the essential idea of laying 
before them the gospel, of which Paul is 
speaking, for he does not repeat avedéunr, 
and that alone. According to Hofmann, the 
state of the case would amount to this, that 
Paul desired to have the answer to the 
question pymws «.7.A. from the dSoxoda: only, 
and not also from the church, —a view 
which would neither harmonize with the 
position of the latter (comp. Acts xv. 22 f.), 
nor would leave apparent in the text any 
object for his submitting his gospel to the 
church at all. 

5 In wymws x.7.A., let us conceive to our- 
selves the moment when the apostle has 
laid his gospel before those assembled, and 
then says as it were, ‘‘Here you have my 
gospel tothe Gentiles; by it you may now 


judge whether I am perhaps laboring in vain, 
or—if from the present I look back upon 
the past—have so labored /”? The supposition 
of irony (Marcker in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, 
p. 537) is not warrantable amidst the 
gravity of the whole surrounding circum- 
stances. 

6 Winer (p. 470) justly lays stress upon this 
in opposition to Fritzsche, but is of opinion 
(with de Wette) that Paul desired to obviate 
the frustration involved in pymws x.7.A., by 
inducing the assent of the apostles to his 
gospel, ‘‘ because without this assent and 
recognition the Christians who had been 
converted by him would have remained 
out of communion with the others’ (de 
Wette). But this latter idea is unnecessa- 
rily introduced; and even in the event 
of non-recognition, Paul, looking to his 
direct calling and the revelation he had re- 
ceived, could not have regarded it as in- 
volving the result of his labor being in vain. 

7 See Jacobs ad Anthol. VII. p. 328. Comp. 
the passages from Josephus in Kypke; 
from the LXX., Isa. Ixv. 23 ed al. ; from the 
N. T., 2 Cor. vi. 1, Phil. ii. 16, 1 Thess. iii. 5. 
Comp. also the use of eis xouvdy, eis Karpdy, eis 
kaAov, “in common, in season, in good 
time,”’ and the like, in Bernhardy, p. 221. 

® Comp. the classical avévyta moveiv, ‘to 
perform senseless labors,’ Plat. Rep. 486 C. 
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if his gospel be not the right and true one. — rpéyw] a figurative expression, 
derived from the running in the stadium, for earnestly striving activity—in 
this case, official activity, as in Phil. ii. 16, 2 Tim. iv. 7.1. The present 
indicative transfers us into the present time of the dveOéuyv, from which 
édpauov then looks back into the past. A clear and vivid representation.’ 


Note.—Acts xv. 4, 12 must not be adduced as proof either for or against 
(Fritzsche, Wieseler, and others) the identity of our journey with that of Acts 
xv. The two facts—that related in Acts xv. 4, 12, and that expressed by dve- 
Géunv x.7.A, in Gal. ii, 2—are two different actions, both of which took place at 
that visit of the apostle to Jerusalem, although what is stated in our passage 
was foreign to the historical connection in Acts xv., and therefore is not re- 
corded there. The book of Acts relates only the transactions conducive to his ob- 
ject, in which Paul took part as deputy from the church of Antioch. What he did 
besides in the personal interest of his apostolic validity and ministry, —name- 
ly, his laying his gospel as well before the church (not to be identified with the 
assembly of the council) as before the Joxotvrec also separately,—forms the sub- 
ject of his narrative in Gal. ii., which is related to that in the Acts, not as ex- 
cluding it and thereby impugning its historical character, but as supplement- 
ing it (contrary to the view of Baur, Schwegler, Zeller, Hilgenfeld). Comp. on 
Acts xv. 19 f. As to the non-mention of the apostolic decree, see Introd. § 3. 


Ver. 3. Observe, that Paul does not pass on to the result of his discus- 
sions with the doxovo: until ver. 6, and consequently it is ver. 6 ff. which 
corresponds to the xar’ idiav dé doxovor in ver. 2; so that vv. 3-5 have refer- 
ence to the result of the laying his gospel to the Gentiles before the Chris- 
tians in Jerusalem generally, and correspond with the first part of ver. 2 
(avebéuny abroic To evayy. 6 Knp. év T. 20v.). — But so little had that exposition 
of my gospel to the church at Jerusalem a result counteracting it and im- 
plying the eic¢ xevdv tpéxo 7 Edpapuov, that, on the contrary, not even Titus, etc. 
Thus 42’ ovdé* introduces a fact which—in contrast to the idea of ‘‘ running 
in vain,” which had just been brought forward as the point for inquiry in 
that exposition of his gospel —serves as the surest palpable proof how tri- 
umphantly the Gentile gospel of the apostle (which rejected the necessity 
of circumcision for the Hellenes) maintained its ground then before the 
church of Jerusalem, and how very far people were from ascribing to the 
apostle a running, or having run, in vain. For otherwise it would have 
been absurd, if the church had not pleaded for, and accomplished, the cir- 
cumcision at least of Titus.4 ‘‘ But not even this was done, to say nothing 
of its being a duty of the church to reject my gospel, which was altogether 
opposed to the circumcision of Gentiles, and to decide that I ei¢ xevdv tpéyo 


 édpauov 1” This line of argument involves a syllogism, of which 4A?’ obdé 


1In other passages, Christian activity 
in general, as 1 Cor. ix. 24 f., Gal. v. 7, Heb. 
xii. 1. Comp. Rom. ix. 16. 

2As to the indicative generally with 
the indirect interrogative »7, whether not, 
see Bernhardy, p. 397; Hermann, ad Viger. 


p. 810; also Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 104. 

3 Comp. Luke xxiii. 15; Acts xix. 2. 

4 The latter, as associated with the apostle 
in teaching, rust, in his uncircumcised Gen- 
tile condition, have been specially offensive 
to those who had Judaistic views. 
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. . mepitundjva is the minor. —"EAAgy bv] Although a Hellene, a Gentile.’ 
We have no further details as to his descent. — jvayxdo6y] From vv. 4, 5 it 
follows that, on the part of certain Christians at Jerusalem (not of the apos- 
tles also, who are not referred to until ver. 6, where the kar’ idiav dé roi¢ ox. 
is resumed), the circumcision of Titus had been urged, but had not been 
complied with on the part of Paul, Barnabas, and Titus, and this resistance 
was respected by the church ;? hence the ov« qvayxdo6n repirunOqva, there was 
not imposed on him the necessity of submitting to be circumcised. Most expos- 
itors, however, adopt the common opinion that oidé . . . qvayxdoby repr. 
implies that the circumcision of Titus had not been demanded, which is ad- 
duced by Paul as a proof of his agreement with the apostles.* This view is 
decisively set aside by the sequel (see on ver. 4), apart from the fact that 
here the relation to the apostles is not yet under discussion. Moreover, if 
the circumcision of Titus had not been demanded, there would have been 
no occasion for the expression 7vayxéo67. Certain individuals in the church, 
no doubt instigated by the false brethren (ver. 4), had really come forward 
with the demand that Titus must submit to be circumcised.* To look upon 
the false brethren themselves as those who demanded the circumcision of 
Titus * does not suit ver. 4, in which they appear only as the more remote 
cause of the demand ; they kept zn the background.® 


Note.—An inconsistency with Acts xy., in which the argument and decision 
are against the necessity of circumcision, would only emerge in ver. 3, if the 
matter in question here had been the principal transactions of the council itself, 
and if those who required the circumcision of Titus had been the aposiles (or 
had at least included the apostles), as Fritzsche, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Holsten, and 
others assume. But as neither of these is the case, and as, indeed, it does not 
even follow from our passage that the apostles had so much as merely advised 
the circumcision of Titus (Wieseler’s earlier opinion, which he has now rightly 
abandoned), this passage cannot furnish arguments either against the identity 
of the journey Gal. ii. with that of Acts xv. (Fritzsche, p. 224), or against the 
historical character of Acts xv. (Baur and his followers). 


Ver. 4 f. The motive, why the demand of circumcision made as to Titus 
was not complied with by Paul, Barnabas, and Titus (comp. eiZayev, ver. 5). 
It was refused on account of the false brethren, to whom concession would 


1 This ‘ although a Hellene’’ refers to 6 civ 
éuot. Paul is conscious of the boldness, nay, 
of the defiance (comp. Jerome on ver. 1, 
*‘qusus sit”), which was involved in bring- 
ing the Hellene with him to the council at 
Jerusalem, the seat of Judaism. In the 
sense of my official colleague (Reiche, Wiese- 
ler), the simple 6 civ éuoi is not in harmony 
with the context. 

2 For the nvayxaody repitundjvar, if it had 
occurred, could only have occurred through 
the church—and indeed possibly even the 
apostolic college (as the Tiibingen criticism 
asserts)—joining in the demand made on 


Titus, and adopting it as their own. 

3 See Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophy- 
lact, Oecumenius, and many others, includ- 
ing Winer, Usteri, Matthies, Schott, de 
Wette, Hofmann, Sieffert. 

4 Comp. the subsequent case of Timothy, 
who, under different circumstances, was 
circumcised by Paul himself (Acts xvi. 3). 

5 Bleek, Wieseler, and others. 

6 Holsten wrongly reverses the relation, 
when he holds that behind the false breth- 
ren Paul saw the Christians of Jerusalem 
and the Soxodvtes. 


CHAP. II, 4. : 59 


otherwise have been made in a way conducive to their designs against 
Christian liberty.— dia d2 rode arapevodxtoug pevdadéAdore] 8c. obk HvayKdoOy 
repitunOyvac.. These words, however, are not, properly speaking, to be sup- 
plied ; in dia d& r. 7m. wp. they receive their more precise definition, made spe- 
cially prominent by dé, autem: on account, however, of the false brethren. 
Though Paul might have subjoined this immediately without 6é, he inserts 
the dé not superfluously,” but on account of the important bearing of the 
matter on his argument. The case is similar when a more precise defini- 
tion is made prominent by dé, the same word being repeated, as in ver. 2.* 
On dé Bengel justly remarks, ‘‘declarat et intendit,” ‘‘he declares and 
intends,” as in fact dé is often used by classical authors for giving promi- 
nence to an explanatory addition in which the previous verb is of course 
again understood.* As to the matter itself, observe how Paul under 
other circumstances, where there was no dogmatic requirement of oppo- 
nents brought into play, could bring himself to allow circumcision ; see 
Acts xvi. 8. Consequently after ver. 8 a comma only is to be placed, not 
a full stop, or even a colon.* Others *® supply avéBnv, which, however, 
after ver. 8, could not possibly occur to the mind of a reader.’ Rinck * 
assumes an anacoluthon,—that ovx elZauev was intended to follow on da 
d& Tove mupevodKr. pevdadéAd., but that Paul had been led off by the long 
parenthesis and had then added oic. Buttmann® leaves the choice to 
be made between this view and ours. But if Paul had intended to write, 
on account of the false brethren we have not yielded, he would not in doing 
so have represented the false brethren as those to whom he had not yielded ; 
by using oi¢ he would thus have altered" the sense of what he had begun to 


1 To supply merely nvayxdody repute. with- 
out ovx (Koppe), so that nvayxaody is to be 
understood in the altered sense, ‘‘ But on 
account of the false brethren, i¢ was insisted 
on in this case,” is entirely inadmissible, 
both on account of this very diversity of 
sense,and also because in ver. 3 the nega- 
tion is essential and indeed the chief point. 

2 Jerome, Theodoret, Theophylact. 

3 So, in substance, Theodore of Mopsu- 
estia, Augustine, Camerarius, Erasmus, 
Castalio, Piscator, Bos, Calovius, Estius, 
Bengel, and others: more recently, Schott, 
Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Ellicott, Reithmayr; also Matthies, who, 
however, so explains the passage that we 
should rather expect it to run, 64 5é tov 
TapecaKtov wevdadérApar. 

4 Klotz, ad Devar. p. 359. 

5 Lachmann, Tischendorf. 

6 As Zachariae, Storr, Borger, Flatt, Her- 
mann, Matthias. 

7 Olshausen takes a similar but still more 
harsh and arbitrary view, that the idea in 
Paul’s mind was, ‘‘I went indeed up to 
Jerusalem, in order to lay my gospel before 
the apostles (?) for examination ; on account 


of these, however, it was really not at all 
necessary .. . but, on account of the false 
brethren, I found myself induced to take 
steps.’? In the ardor of his language, Paul 
had allowed himself to be diverted from the 
construction he had begun; and described 
instead the nature of the false teachers. 

8 Lucubr. crit. p. 170 f. (so previously 
Grotius, and recently Wieseler). 

9 Neut. Gr. p. 829 f. 

10 Wieseler seeks to avoid this by taking 
dia 5€ Todvs mapero. Wevdad. as equivalent to 
tov d& pevdadéApwv Kedevdvtwy Todto, ‘ the 
false brethren demanding this :” with their 
demand Paul had not exhibited compliance. 
But éué means nothing else than an account 
of, that is, according to the context, with 
reference to them (comp. Acts xvi. 3), namely, 
because they lurked in the background in 
the matter, and it was inexpedient to take 
account of their designs or to give them 
any free scope. Also in Heb. ii. 10, vi. 7, 
John vi. 57, sé with the accus. is simply on 
account of, and has to receive its more pre- 
cise meaning from the context. In the 
passages quoted by Wieseler (Xen. Cyr. v. 2. 
35, and Plut. Cam. 35), 64, according to the 
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say, and would simply have occasioned perplexity by the mixture of an ac- 
count of and to whom. But there is no need to resort at all to an anacolu- 
thon when, as here, what immediately precedes presents itself to complete 
the sense. This remark holds good also against Winer, p. 529, who! as- 
sumes that Paul mixed up the two thoughts : ‘‘ We did not have Titus cir- 
cumcised on account of the false brethren ;” and, ‘‘I might nowise yield to 
the false brethren.” Hofmann? also produces an unnecessary anacoluthic 
derangement of the sentence, by supposing that a new sentence begins with 
bia dé mapecodt. pevd., but that the relative definition oirwec x.7.4. does not 
allow it to be completed ; that, in fact, this completion does not take place 
at all, but with ver. 6 a new period is begun, attached to what immediately 
precedes. Following the example of Tertullian, c. Mare. v. 8, Ambrose, 
Pelagius, and Primsius (opposed by Jerome), Riickert, followed by Elwert, 
supplements the passage as follows : ‘‘ But on account of the false brethren 
I withal allowed Titus to be cirewmeised” (consequently repierug6n). Accord- 
ing to his view, this is the course of thought in the passage : ‘‘ Even Titus 
was at that time not forced to be circumcised ; there was not, and could not 
be, any question of compulsion ; but because I saw that there were false 
brethren, whose sole endeavor was to discover a vulnerable point in us, I 
considered it advisable to give them no occasion (?), and had Titus circum- 
cised. Nevertheless, to yield out of obedience to them, and to acknowledge a 
necessity in respect to all Gentiles, never occurred to me for a moment,” 
etc. Against this view it may be decisively urged, first, that in ver. 3 the 
emphasis is laid on Titoc and not on 7vayxacb7, and in ver. 5 on mpodc¢ opay and 
not on rH brorayy ; secondly, that the idea of ‘‘ acknowledging a necessity 
in respect to all Gentile Christians” is not even hinted at by any word of 
Paul ; and thirdly, the general consideration that a point so important and 
so debatable as the (alleged) permission of the circumcision of Titus would 
have been, would have needed, especially before the Galatians (comp. vy. 2), 
a very different elucidation and vindication from one so enigmatically in- 
volved, in which the chief ideas could only be read between the lines. But 
such a compliance itself shown towards false brethren, —not for the sake, pos- 
sibly, of some weak brethren, who are imported into the case by Elwert, nor 
on account of the Jews, as in the circumcision of Timothy (Acts xvi. 3),— 
would have been quite unprincipled and wrong. Very near to the interpre- 
tation of Riickert comes that of Reiche, who places the (supposed) circum- 
cision of Titus not at the time then being and at Jerusalem, but at an earlier 
period, at which it took place either in Antioch or elsewhere.? But against 


well-known Greek usage, is ‘‘ for the sake 
of,” that is, through merit or through fault 
of any one. 

1 Comp. Hilgenfeld. 

2 Comp. his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 46. 

3 At vero... ut rem aliam hic interpo- 
nam, vv. 3-6 (nam ver. 6 oratio ad apostolos 
redit), Titi nimirum circumcisionem, quam 
quis forte modo dictis ver. 2 opponat, qua- 
si apostolorum aliorumve auctoritate vel 


jussu fecerim, aut ipse circumcisionem le- 
gisque observationem necessariam duxerim 
6 f. parum mihi constans, sufficiat mon- 
uisse :— nec Titus ille comes meus et adjutor, 
Graecus natus, minime est coactus circumcidé 
ame vel a quocunque ; propter falsos autem 
Sratres, qui tum nos speculabantur, qaomodo 
immunitate a lege Mos. a Christo nobis 
parta uteremur, eo consilio, ut denuo nos sub 
legis servitium redigerent ... propter hos dico 
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this view may be urged partly the arguments already used against Riickert, 
and in addition the arbitrary procedure involved in shifting vv. 3-6 to an 
earlier time ; although Tiro¢ 4 oiv éuo/, evidently referring back to ovyrapa- 
AaBov cai Titov in ver. 1, precludes our taking this event out of the course 
of the narrative begun in ver. 1. Moreover, reperu40y as supplied by 
Reiche cannot be invested with the sense ‘‘ liber et volens circumcisionem 
suscepit,” ‘‘freely and voluntarily received circumcision,”—a sense which, 
for the very sake of the contrast, since the emphasis lies on liber et volens, 
would need to be expressed (by i0eAovryv mepretuAOn or the like). Lastly, 
an un-Pauline compliance * would be the result of the sense which would 
follow from the omission of oi¢ ovdé in ver. 5 (see the critical notes) : ‘‘ But 
on account of the false brethren . . . I gave way momentarily and caused 
Titus to be circumcised,” to which also the sentence of purpose which fol- 
lows, iva 7 aAfGeva x.t.2., Would be utterly unsuitable ; for, according to the 
point of view of our epistle, the ‘‘ truth of the gospel” could only continue 
with the Galatians if such a compliance did not take place. — rapevoakrouc | 
subintroductos (Vulgate), brought in by the side, that is, privily and illegiti- 
mately,—namely, into the association of Christian brotherhood, of which 
they are not at all true members.” The word does not occur elsewhere in 
ancient authors ;? but it must have been employed on several occasions, as 
napeicaxtov is quoted by Hesychius, Photius, Suidas, and rape:odurove by 
Zonaras, being explained by aAAérpuov and addorpiove, ‘‘ pertaining to another 
and to others.”” The word has also been preserved as a name (by-name) in 
Strabo, xvii. 1, p. 794, Tapeicaxrog ércxAnbeic ItoAsuaioc. The verb rapevcayo 
is very current in later authors.* — pevdadéAgove] as in 2 Cor. xi. 26, persons 
who were Christians indeed, but were not so according to the true nature 
of Christianity—from the apostle’s standpoint, anti-Pauline, Judaizing reac- 
tionaries against Christian freedom. The article points out that these peo- 
ple were historically known to the readers, Acts xv. 1, 5. — oirwe¢ x.1.A.] 


Titus ritum hune externum .. . suscepit vo- 
lens, ut istis calumniandi nocendique ansa 
et materies praeripiatur,” etc., ‘But to 
interpose here another subject, vy. 3-6 
(for in y. 6 the argument returns to the 
apostles), forsooth, the circumcision of 
Titus, which some one perhaps opposes to 
what has just been said, v. 2, as though 
with little consistency I did this by the in- 
fluence or command of the other apostles, 
it is sufficient to have taught : Neither was 
Titus, my companion and assistant, born 
a Greek, in any way compelled to be cir- 
cumcised either by me or by any one ; but 
because of false brethren who were then 
spying us out, as to how we were employ- 
ing the immunity from the law of Moses, 
acquired for us by Christ, that they might 
anew bring us under bondage to the law— 
because of these, I say, Titus voluntarily un- 
derwent this rite, that the occasion and 
material of calumniating and injuring ws 


might be taken away from them, etc.” 

1 Reiche seeks to evade this by thus ex- 
plaining ver. 5: “‘qguidus, quanquam pru- 
dentiae fuerit, propter eos Titum circumci- 
dere, attamen ceterum, in rebus ad fidem lib- 
ertatemque Christianam fere facientibus, ne 
paulisper quidem cessimus iis obtemperantes,” 
“ Although it would have been the part of 
prudence to circumcise Titus because of 
them, yet in matters generally pertaining to 
Christian faith and liberty, we yielded by 
obeying them, not even for a little.” We 
should thus have in ver. 5 a saving clause, 
the most essential point of which (“‘ ceterum, 
in rebus,” etc., *‘ but, in things,”’ etc.) would 
have to be mentally supplied. 

2 See the note after ver. 5. 

3 Prol. Sir. in Biel, III. p. 48, and Schleus- 
ner, IV, p. 228, mpdAoyos mapeicaxtos adjAov. 

4 Plut. Mor. p. 328 D; Polyb. ii. 7. 8, vi. 56. 
12; Diod. xii. 41; 2 Pet. ii. 1. Comp, mape- 
oédvoav, Jude 4. 
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quippe qui, ‘since they, ” contains the explanation as to the dangerous char- 
acter of these persons, by which the dca 62 7. 7. p. 18 justified. — rapevoqA- 
Gov}.1_ The idea of being smuggled in (which is denied by Hofmann) is here 
accordant with the context, and indicated purposely by the twice-repeated 
mapetc.? —kataoxonjoa| in order to spy out, hostilely to reconnoitre, to watch.* 
— hv éyouev év Xpioté "Ino.] a more precise definition of the preceding 
juav.* This freedom is, as may be gathered from the entire context, nothing 
else than the freedom from Mosaism (Rom. x. 4) through justification by faith.° 
Matthies introduces also the Christian life, but without warrant ; the spying 
of the pseudo-Christians was directed to the point, whether and to what ex- 
tent the Christians did not conform to the enactments of the Mosaic law. 
"Ey Xpior@ implies as its basis the solemn idea of the év Xpior@ elvar.© Hence : 
in Christ, as our element of life by means of faith,’ as Christians. — iva jyac 
Karadovidcovowv®| is the dangerous design which they had in view in their 
Katackxorjoa. ‘Huac applies, as before, to the Christians as such, not merely 
to Paul and Titus (Winer, de Wette), or to Paul and the Gentile Christians 
(Baur) ; for it must be the wider category of those to whom, as the genus, 
the tueic in ver. 5 belongs as the species. We must also notice dcayetvy in 
ver. 5, which is correlative to the éyouev in ver. 4. The future after iva indi- 
cates, that the false brethren expected their success to be certain and en- 
during.® In classical authors we find only érwc, dpa, and 7 thus construed, 
and not iva, as Brunck, ad Hur. Bacch. 1380, supposed,” but in the Hellen- 


ists and Fathers iva also. !! 


make us wholly slaves (of Mosaism), to enslave us.'” 


Kara strengthens the idea of the simple verb : to 


The mode in which the 


apostle looks at these people does not confound the result with the inten- 


1 Comp. Lucian, Asin. 15, et AvKos mapevoéd- 
Sor; Polyb. ii. 55. 3. 


2 Comp. generally on Rom. y. 20, and see’ 


Chrysostom on our passage. 

2'Comp es d0sh. di. 2) Ssee) Samy xX. ost 
Chron. xix. 3; Eur. Hel. 1628; Polyb. x. 2; 
also katéoKomos, @ spy. 

4 Comp. Eph. ii. 4 e¢ a. 

5 Comp. iii. 18, v. 1. 

Civ. 65 2\Cors Vv. 213 Eph. iis 6; €¢) al; 
Comp. Eph. i. 7, iii. 12. 

7 Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 17. 

8 The Recepta, defended by Reiche, is 
katasovAdowvTat. But B** F G, 17, Dam., 
have xatadovAdcworv; and A B* C D EX, 
min., caradovAdscoverr (so Lachmann, Scholz, 
Tischendorf). The middle (to which, more- 
over, Lucian, Soloec. 12, assigns an un- 
founded difference from the active) is ac- 
cordingly abandoned unanimously by the 
best mss., and is the more readily to be 
given up, because in this case the ver- 
sions cannot come into consideration, 
and consequently the importance of 
the mss. is all the greater. The middle 
being most familiar from the LXX. (Gen. 
xlvii. 21; Ex, i, 14, vi, 5; Lev, xv. 46; Ezek. 


xxix. 18; the active, only in Jer. xy. 14, xvii. 
4; the Apocrypha has the middle only), in- 
truded itself unsought. This much in oppo- 


. sition to Reiche, who derives the active 


from 2 Cor. xi. 20. Further, as cataSovA- 
covovv has the great preponderance of testi- 
mony, and was very easily liable to the al- 
teration into the subjunctive usual after 
tva, it is to be adopted (with Usteri, Schott, 
Wieseler, Hofmann), but is not to be con- 
sidered (with Fritzsche) as a corruption of 
the subjunctive. The Recepta cara8ovdAdowv- 
zat, Which K and most of the later mss. 
have, shows that the change into the sub- 
junctive must have been very prevalent at 
an early date. Nevertheless L and one 
min. have xaradovAdcovrat, which must 
have sprung from the original cataSovAdcov- 
ou, 

® See Matthiae, p. 1186; Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 683, Rost, ad Duncan, Lex. p. 870. 

10 Klotz, ad Devar. p. 629. 

11 Comp. Winer, p. 271; Buttmann, neuwt. 
Gr. p. 202. 

12 Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 20; Plat. Pol. i. p. 815 
B, Sovdotadar adicws Kat KaradeSovAdotar: 


Thue. iii. 70. 2, and Duker in Joc. 
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tion (de Wette) ; it represents the latter correctly according to the fact 
(they desire to bind the Christians to the law), but in the form which it as- 
sumed from the Pauline point of view.! 

Ver. 5. Connection : —‘‘ On account of the false brethren, however, Titus 
was not compelled to be circumcised ; to these we did not yield even for an 
hour. Had we consented to the suggestion, which was made to us by Chris- 
tians at Jerusalem (see on ver. 8), at least to circumcise Titus, we should 
have thereby yielded to the false brethren standing in the background, who 
declared the circumcision of Gentile Christians to be necessary ; but this 
did not at all take place.” ? —oic] in the sense of rotroie yap, ‘‘ for to these.” 
See Stallbaum, ad Phil. p. 195 f.; Kithner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 64 ; Ellendt, 
Lex, Soph. II. p. 371. —rpd¢ Spay] not even for an hour, indicating a very 
short duration of time. Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 8; Philem. 15 ; John v. 85; 1 
Thess. ii. 17 ; also rpd¢ piav porgy, ‘in one moment,” Wisd. xviii. 12 ; mpd¢ 
dAiyov, mpo¢g Bpayd, and the like. — ciZawev] namely, I and Barnabas and 
Titus. — rH broray@ | belongs not to draueivy (Matthias), an inverted arrange- 
ment which would be without motive, but to cigayuev, beside which it stands: 
‘through the obedience claimed by the false brethren,” that is, by render- 
ing to them the obedience which they desired. On the matter itself, see Acts 
xv. 1, 5. Matthies regards 7% troray@ as an appositional explanation of o%c.* 
But the yielding takes place not to the obedience, but to the demand (rf 
évtoaj). Fritzsche correctly takes it in an ablative sense, but explains, ‘‘eo 
obsequio praestito, quod apostolt postularent,” ‘such obedience being af- 
forded as the apostles demanded.” But in combination with oic .. . 
eigauev, and with iva quac xaradovA. preceding, it would not occur to the 
reader to think of anything else than the obedience claimed by the wevdada- 
dot. Besides, it was not the apostles at all who demanded the circumcision 
of Titus, but (see on ver. 3) Christians at Jerusalem, acting on the instiga- 
tion of the pevdddeAgor, so that these latter would have been obeyed by the 
circumcision in question. Comp. the state of matters at Acts xxi. 21. 
Holsten, without any indication of support in the context, interprets : ‘‘ by 
the subordination to the doxotvtec, which had been demanded by the false 
brethren.” Lastly, Hermann (who is followed by Bretschneider), entirely in 
opposition to the context, explains it, ‘‘quibus ne horae quidem spatium 
Jesu. obsequio segnior fui,” ‘‘than whom I was more slow % obedience to 
Jesus not even for the space of an hour. —iva 7 aAfOea «.7.2.] Object of this 
non-compliance at that time, which, although in the nature of the case it 
concerned Pauline Christians generally, is represented concretely as refer- 
ring to the Galatians: ‘‘in order that the truth of the gospel may abide with 
you ; in order that by our conduct the principle of Christian freedom should 
not be shaken, and ye should not be induced to deviate from the truth, 
which forms the subject-matter of the gospel (ver. 14 ; Col. i. 5), by mixing 
it up with Mosaism” (comp. érepov evayyéduoy, i. 6). A purpose, therefore— 
and this the readers were intended to feel—to which their present apostasy 

4 Comp. vi. 12 f. (Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1860, p. 121). 


2 Paul was therefore by no means “‘ nearly 3 As to this usage, see Fritzsche, Diss. in 
compelled to have Titus circumcised” 2 Cor. II. p. 135f. 
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entirely ran counter !— poc ipwac] as rpo¢ avtdy, 1. 18, comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 7; 
here also it is not the with of simple rest, but expresses the relation of an 
active bearing on life ; Bernhardy, p. 265. Besides, Paul might justly say 
rpoc¢ tuac, as the Galatians were for the most part Gentile Christians, and in 
that opposition to the false brethren it was the freedom of the Gentile Chris- 
tians which he sought to maintain. The tac individualizes the readers of 
the letter (iii. 26, iv. 6 ; Col. i. 25 ; Eph. iii. 2, and frequently). The ref- 
erence to the yet unconverted Gentiles, whom the truth of the gospel had 
still to reach (mpd¢ bude), as suggested by Hofmann,’ is in complete opposi- 
tion to the text.—dvayelvy | permaneret, ‘‘ might continue ;” denoting the abiding 
continuance. The truth which they have received was not again to be lost. 
Heb. i. 11; 2 Pet. iii. 4 ; Luke xxii. 8; and frequently in Greek authors. 


Note.—As by the pevdadeAgo: (vv. 4, 5) cannot be meant the Judaizers at work 
among the Galatians (which is assumed by Fritzsche entirely in opposition to 
the connection), but only the same persons mentioned in Acts xv. 1, 5; they 
cannot be described as false brethren in relation to any one particular church (e.g. 
to the church of Antioch, into which they had crept from Jerusalem, as Baur 
and Reiche think). On the contrary, the general form of their antagonism, vv. 
4, 5, as well as the further account in vv. 7-10, and the whole argument of the 
epistle, admit only of one point of view,—that the apostle, out of the certainty 
of the dAnBeva Tov ebayyediov, styles them false brethren in relation to Christianity 
generally, of which they had, as regards their Judaizing character and action 
looked at from a Pauline standpoint, falsely pretended to be professors. This 
does not in itself exclude the fact that they had come from Jerusalem to Anti- 
och (Acts xv. 1). The inflexible opposition offered to them by the apostle in 
Jerusalem doubtless contributed much to the bringing about of the apostolic 
decree. Comp. Marcker, l,c. p, 539. [See Note XXXIII., p. 96.] 


Ver. 6. Paul having described in vy. 3-5 the momentous result of his 
relations towards the Christians in Jerusalem (airoic, ver. 2), now passes on 
(corresponding to the az’ idiay dé toi¢ doxovor, ver. 2) to his relations towards 
the apostles, explaining that the same result had then followed his discus- 
sions with them. — The construction is anacoluthic. For when the apostle 
wrote ad d& Tév doxobvtur elvai 71, he intended subsequently to finish his 
sentence with otdév éAaBov, obdév édidd yOnv, ‘I received nothing, I was taught 
nothing,” or something of that kind; but by the intervening remarks 
éroiot rote . . . AauBdver he was completely diverted from the plan which 
he had begun, so that now the thought which floated before his mind in 
ard dé tov dokotytwr elvai tc is no longer brought into connection with these 
words, but is annexed in the form of a ground (yép) to rpéowrov Oed¢ avOpé- 
rov ov AauBavec ; and this altered chain of thought occasions éuoi to be now 
placed emphatically at the beginning. Properly speaking, therefore, we 
have here a parenthesis beginning with droio, which, without any formal 
conclusion, carries us back again by éuol ydp x.r.2. to the main thought, 
leaving the words ard 68 rév doxobyrwy eivat tv entirely unconnected, and 


1 Comp. Windischmann. 
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merely pointing back by means of oi doxowvrec, as by a guide-post, to that 
abandoned commencement of the sentence. For it is only in substance, 
and not in form, that the parenthesis is concluded with AauBdvec. Comp. 
Rom. v. 12 ff. ; Eph, ii. 1 ff. “An anacoluthon is also assumed by Erasmus, 
Luther, Calvin, Piscator, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Grotius, Estius, Morus, Koppe, 
Rosenmiller, Winer, Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette, Hilgenfeld, Eadie, and others ; so that--according to the usual 
view (Wiescler takes the correct one)—with éuo? yap «.7.4. Paul again takes 
up the thread of the discourse which had broken off with a7d dé doxobvroy 
elvai t4, and merely continues it actively instead of passively (Winer, p. 529). 
But this is opposed both by éuo/, which logically would not be in its proper 
place at the head of the resumed sentence, and. also by yép, which does not 
correspond to the mere inguam, ‘‘I say” (odv, dé), after parentheses, but in 
the passages concerned’ is to be taken as explaining or assigning a reason. 
Hermann makes out an aposiopesis, so that guid metuerem ? ‘‘ what was I to 
fear ?” has to be supplied after ard. . . elai tv.? But this is not suggested 
by the context, nor is it permitted by the tranquil flow of the discourse, in 
which no such emotion as warrants ap, aposiopesis is discoverable. Fritzsche 
supplies the very same thing which in ver. 4 was to be supplied after wev- 
dadéAgove, making Paul say, ‘‘ a viris autem (nempe), qui auctoritate valerent 
[circumcisionis necessitatem sibi imponi non sivit],” ‘‘but by the men who 
had influence [he did not allow the necessity of circumcision to be imposed 
on himself].”” But however easy and natural this supplement was in ver. 4 
after pevdadéAgovc, because it was suggested as a matter of course by the 
words immediately preceding, in the present case it appears both harsh and 
involved, as the whole body of ideas in vv. 4, 5 intervenes and hinders the 
reader from going back to that supplement. And how abrupt would be 
the position of the following déroio «.7.4. | Lastly, the (erroneous) idea, 
that the apostles had demanded the circumcisivu of Titus, is thus violently 
imported into the text. Holsten’s involved construction*—according to 
which ad dé rév dox. x.t.A. is to be carried on to ver. 9 in conformity with 
the notion of de&ia¢ AauBdvery axrd—is shown by éuol yap x.7.A., where the 
Soxowvrec already reappear, to be an impossible solution of the anacoluthon, 
which even thus is not avoided. The passage is explained without suppos- 
ing either’ supplement or anacoluthon :—1. Most simply, and without 
violence to the language, by Burk,‘ making élvai 1 belong to ovdév por 
duagpéper 1.‘ That on the part of those in authority (by their recognition) I am 
something (namely, as respects my outward position), I reckon of no value.” 
But, in reality, Paul attached to his recognition by the original apostles the 
true and great value which it necessarily had for him in confronting his 
opponents ; and hence he very carefully relates it in ver. 7. This iuterpre- 
tation therefore runs counter to the context.* 2. Just as little allowable is 


1 Also Rom. xv. 27; 1 Cor. ix. 19. 3 z. Huang. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 2738 f. 

2 Comp. Day. Schulz, who believes that 4 In the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, p. 734 ff. 
quidnam tandem adversus me actum est ? 5 Comp. also, against it, Marcker in Stua. 
‘what pray was done against me?” is sup- u. Krit. 1866, p. 582 ff. 
pressed. 


5 
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it! to connect aro dé r. dox. é. tr. with the words preceding, ‘‘ but certainly 
(this enduring confirmation of Christian freedom was only possible) through 
the authority of the doxoivtec elvai rt.” But to the signification of a6, from 
the side of, a sense would thus be arbitrarily ascribed, which is not justified 
by passages such as Matt. xvi. 21, and must have been expressed by some 
such explanatory addition as in Acts ii. 22. It was impossible also for 
Paul—above all in this epistle—to conceive the maintenance of the truth of 
his Gentile gospel as conditional on the authority of the original apostles. 
Lastly, instead of the sentence which next follows asyndetically (éroto: 
k.T.A.), we should expect an emphasized antithesis (such as aAW droiot «.T.A.). 
8. The Greek Fathers and Castalio, Calovius, Zachariae, Bolten, Borger, and 
others, interpret the passage, ‘‘ But as regards those of repute, it is one and 
the same thing to me,” etc., by which, however, a7é is quite in violation of 
language interchanged with repi. So also Riickert,? who at the same time 
wishes to preserve for a7é6 its due signification (‘‘on the part of any one, it 
makes no difference to me ; that is, what concerns him, is quite indifferent 
to me’’), without authority, however, from any actual linguistic usage. 
4, Following Homberg, Ewald understands it as if it stood rév dé doxob- 
vrov . . . ovdév diadépo, ‘* But compared with those who, etc., however high 
they once stood, J am in nothing inferior.” 5. Hofmann? brings ard dé rév 
Soxotvrwr eival te (ard, from the side of ) into regimen with ver. 9, and in such 
a manner that the three doxotytec oridAox elva in ver. 9 are supposed to form 
the subject of the period beginning with amo «.r.2. in ver. 6 ; but this mode 
of construction is decisively condemned by its very inherent monstrosity, 
with its parentheses inserted one within another ; and besides this, the repe- 
tition of 0% doxovvres in ver. 6 would be entirely without aim and simply 
perplexing, if the continuation of the construction as regards a7é 0.T. 0. €. 7. 
were still to follow, as is supposed by Hofmann. Nevertheless, Laurent! 
has agreed with the latter, but has at the same time arbitrarily removed 
from the disjointed construction éroio . . . Trovvaytiov as a marginal note of 
the apostle, —another expedient, whereby 4214 roivavriov, so violently dealt 
with by Hofmann, finds the connection with idévrec, which it evidently has 
(see below) dissevered. — On Joxeiv civai 74, which may mean either to 
reckon oneself to be something great, or to be esteemed great by others (so here), 
see Wetstein.* The same persons are meant who are referred to in ver. 2 
by roic doxovov. But the addition of 7 selva, and the éroio «.7.4. which 
follows, betray here a certain irritation in reference to the opponents, who 
would not concede to Paul an estimation equal to that given to the original 
apostles, as if eivai tr. belonged pre-eminently to the latter. — éroioi xore Foav] 
Now come the parenthetical remarks, on account of which Paul leaves his 


1 With Marcker. Cyr. iv. 1. 4. , 
2Comp Olshausen, who, however, as- 3 Comp. above, against Holsten. 
sumes that in using aré Paul had at first 4 neut. Stud. p. 29 f. 
some other phrase in his mind, but that he 5 Comp. Plat. Huthyd. p. 303 C, rév modAdAav 


afterwards inexactly followed it up with avdpworwv Kai Tay ceuvov dy Kat Soxovytwy tL 
ovdév por Svahéper, In all essential points Mat- elvac ovdév Duty pédex,‘ for the many men,both 
thias agrees with Rtickert, as does also as well as for the revered and those seeming 
Reithmayr, who improperly compares Xen, to be something, you have no concern.” 
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ard dé tév dox. eivai te standing alone, but which he introduces, lest the 
high estimation of those apostles—which in itself, according to the real 
(and by him undisputed) circumstances of the case, he by no means calls in 
question—should lead to the inference that he had needed instruction from 
them. Comp. the subsequent éuol yap oi dox. obdév rpocavéd., and the thought 
already floating before the apostle’s mind in the anacoluthic dré 62 rév 
Soxobvtwv elvai te (See above). Wieseler affirms too generally, that ‘‘ Paul 
-desired to check the overvaluing of the older apostles.” The real state of 
the case is this : Paul, with all decision, in order to counterbalance that 
doxeiv elvai te Of those men of high standing which he does not dispute, 
throws into the scale his own independence of them. And the weight of 
this counterbalancing lies precisely in éroiot more joav, so far as the latter 
belongs to oidév wor deagépec, and is not, as Hofmann will have it, an appen- 
dage to rév doxovvtwv elvai tz. — The roré, with a direct or indirect interroga- 
tive, is the strengthening cwnque or tandem which occurs constantly in 
Greek authors,! although not elsewhere in the N. T.2 Whosoever they were, 
in whatsoever high repute they stood’ while I was then with them, it is all 
the same tome. Riickert makes déroio: mean, ‘‘ whether high or low, apostles 
or what else ;” holding that Paul speaks intentionally in an indefinite way 
of these men in high repute, as if he did not exactly know that they were 
apostles (?), in order to give the less offence in what he said. How strange 
this would be ! for every reader knew whom he meant. And how unsuit- 
able to his purpose ! for what Paul desires to tell, is the recognition he 
received from the apostles. Many refer érotovrore yoav back to the lifetime 
of Jesus, when those apostles had been His trusted disciples : some taking 
roré as olim;* and others, with us, as cunque.° But in the case of James (see 
on ver. 9) this reference would not be even historically applicable, or it 
would need at least to be applied to a different kind of relation (that of 
kinship). And besides, there is nothing at all to indicate any such retro- 
spective reference to that remote past ; the context points merely to the 
time of Paul’s sojourn in Jerusalem. Hence alsoit must not, with others 
still, be referred to—what was quite foreign to the apostle’s aim—the pre- 
Ohristian condition of the apostles, in which they had been sinners,” or 
iduora, and fishermen,® roré being likewise understood as olim. ° —ovdév poe 
diagéper] matters to me nothing." — rpdcwrov Oed¢ avOpdrov ov AauPdver] we 039 


Winer. 
6 See Hilgenfeld. 


1 Kiihner, ad@ Xen. Mem. i. 1. 
2 Comp. 2 Mace. xiv. 32; see also Ellendt, 


Lex. Soph. Ul. p. 615 f. 

2 Not: how friendly and brotherly they 
were towards me (Matthias), to which 
meaning ovdév por dapéper is far from suited. 

4 Vulgate, Jerome, Pelagius, Luther, 
Beza, and others, including Matthies, 
Schott, Olshausen, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, 
Ewald. 

5 “ Quiqui illi fuerunt, etiam si ab ipso 
Jesu instituti, perinde est,” ‘‘ Whoever they 
were, even though appointed by Jesus 
Himself, it is the same,” Hermann; comp. 


7 Estius ; comp. Augustine. 

8 Ambrose, Thomas, Cajetanus, Cornelius 
a Lapide, and others. 

9 It was entirely in opposition to the con- 
text, that Chrysostom, Theophylact, and 
Jerome referred it to the earlier teaching of 
the apostles; taking Paul to say, that 
whether at an earlier date they had been 
Judaizers or not was to him a matter of in- 
difference. 

10 See Schaefer, ad Dion. Hal. p. 294; Lo- 
beck, ad Phryn. p. 394, ; 
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xia xb prids, an asyndetic, and thereby more forcible and weighty, state- _ 
ment of the reason for obdév por dcagéper.' DID NWI, rpdowmov AapuBdverv, 
properly, to accept the countenance of any one (not to dismiss), is used in the 
O. T. both in a good (to be inclined, or gracious, to any one, Gen. xix. 21, 
xxxii. 21, et al.) and in a bad sense, implying a favor and respect which is 
partial, determined by personal considerations.* In the N. T. 2 7s used 
solely in this bad sense.? The transposed arrangement of the words lays the 
chief emphasis upon rpdcurov, and then by Oed¢ avfpdrov makes us sensible of 
the contrast between the manner and dignity of the divine procedure and 
such partiality for hwman authority.4 — éyoi yap oi doxowvrec ovdév mpocavébevto| 
Proof, not of his independence of the apostles generally, but specially for 
what he had just said, mpédcwrov Oed¢ avOp. ov AayBaver, from personal experi- 
ence. Hence éuoi is emphatically placed first : ‘‘for to me, for my part— 
although others may have received instruction from them, to me—they have 
communicated nothing.” Paul’s idea therefore is, that if God had been 
partial, He would not have placed him on such parity with the doxoicr, that to 
him, etc. Riickert, wrongly anticipating, says that the prefixed éyoi finds 
its antithesis in ver. 11: ‘‘to me they have communicated nothing, etc. ; 
but indeed, when Peter came to Antioch, J was compelled to admonish 
him.” But in this case, at least ver. 11 must have begun with éyo dé or dav 
éyo. According to Wieseler, Paul in éuo/ is thinking of ‘‘to me, the former 
persecutor,” an idea gratuitously introduced. In Hofmann’s view the antith- 
esis is intended to be, that not to him from the others was anything sub- 
mitted, but the converse.° But if this were so, Paul must have written ow 
yap éuol x.7.A., just as afterwards A/a rovvarriov airoi k.7.2., in order to have 
given at least a bare indication of this alleged antithesis. — oidé mpocavé- 
Gevro] quite as in i. 16 (comp. also Hofmann): they addressed no communica- 
tions® to me, namely, in order to instruct and advise me,—a sense which is 
here also demanded by the context ; see the sequel, and comp. i. 12. It is 
usually understood : oidév mpooéOyKav, ovdév dtdpbwoar, ‘they added nothing ; 
they corrected nothing” (Chrysostom), ‘‘ nihil illi praesumserunt iis adjicere, 
quae prius a Christo accepta docueram inter gentes,” ‘‘they presumed to 
add nothing to those things which, having formerly received of Christ, I 
had taught among the Gentiles,” Beza.’ Comp. Wieseler, Marcker, and Hil- 


1“ Det judicium sequebatur, Paulus,” 
‘* Paul followed God’s judgment,” Bengel. 

2 Ley. xix. 15; Deut. x. 17, e¢ al.; Ecclus. 
iv. 27; 3 Esr. iv. 39. 

3 Matt. xxii. 16; Mark xii. 14; Luke xx. 
21; Jude 16. Comp. Acts x. 84; Jas. ii. 9; 
Rom. ii. 11; Eph. vi. 9; Col. iii. 26; Jas. 
lized 

Comp. Hom. Od. xix. 363 f., # oe mepi 
Zevs avdpomwv nxInpe deovdéa Svuuov Exovra, 
“*surely Zeus hated thee above all men, 
though thou hadst a God-fearing spirit.” 

6 Comp. tivés in Chrysostom, and the Par- 
aphrase of Erasmus. 

6 “ Nihil contulerunt,” Vulgate. 


7 As also Valla, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, 
Koppe, Morus, Borger, Flatt, Winer, Usteri, 
Matthies, Schott, and others, Baur arbitra- 
rily (i. p. 141, ed. 2) brings in the thought, 
“They have brought forward nothing 
against me, wherein I should have had to 
acknowledge them in the right.” Ovdév is 
made to mean, nothing conclusive and con- 
vincing—nothing whereby they would have 
confuted him and brought him over to their 
side (comp. Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1849, p. 
463). There is not the most remote allusion 
in the passage to any conflict between Paul 
and the original apostles ; on the contrary, 
it implies the complete understanding on 
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genfeld : ‘‘They submitted nothing in addition to that which had been 
submitted by me ; they approved the gospel, which I am preaching among 
the Gentiles.” But xpdé¢ expresses merely the direction, and not insuper 
(see oni. 16). Should avari#nu, however, be understood as to impose, mpd¢ 
would certainly express the idea novwm opus imponere (Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 8); 
as Rickert ’ explains it, ‘‘ they imposed on me no further obligations,” the ob- 
servance of the law being the point principally alluded to.? But in opposi- 
tion to this view, apart from the fact that it involves a quite needless 
departure from the signification of the same word in i. 16, the circumstance 
is decisive, that rpocavaréOyu in the middle would necessarily mean ‘‘ susei- 
pere novum opus,” ‘‘ to undertake a new work,” as Xen. Mem. l.c., and not 
‘‘imponere novum opus,” ‘‘ to impose a new work,” even though the com- 
parison of the apostle’s obligation to a burden (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 16 f.) 
should appear sufficiently justified by the legal nature of the matters im- 
posed. — oidév] either the accusative of the object, or more strongly (comp. 
i. 16), im no point, in no respect whatever. The idea that a revelation is 
intended as the contents of zpocav. (Holsten), must be sought for in the 
context : it is not conveyed by the words per se, 

Ver. 7. ’AAAd robvartiov] to be separated merely by a comma from the 
preceding, being still connected with ydp. ‘‘To me they made communica- 
tion of no kind whatever ; but, on the contrary, when they had seen, etc., 
the three pillar-apostles concluded with me and Barnabas the apostolic 
alliance,” etc. (ver. 9). Hofmann, to force a regimen for aré rév doxotvtwr 
in ver. 6, very arbitrarily tears asunder the clear and simple connection 
which the words obviously present, taking aAAd rotvavriov by itself and dis- 
severed from what follows, and supplementing the sense by the insertion, 
‘They have not proposed anything to me, but conversely, I to them.”* But 
this strange ellipsis is a device utterly unprecedented. * — idévrec] after they 
had seen, namely, from the way in which I kar’ idiav avebéuny 70 evayy. 6 
knpbvoow év roicg éveor, ‘‘ privately communicated to them the gospel which I 
preach among the Gentiles” (ver. 2). Usteri, ‘‘from the blessed result of 
my preaching.” So also Rosenmiiller, Winer, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Holsten, 
Hofmann ; Riickert, Schott, de Wette, Wieseler, mix the two views ; and 
Fritzsche includes the previous labors of the apostle among the Gentiles, e.g., 
in Tarsus and Antioch, among the grounds of knowledge. But nothing 
beyond what we have just given can be gathered from the context. Eras- 
mus appropriately paraphrases, ‘‘ ubi communicato cum illis evangelio meo 
perspexissent,” ‘‘ when they had perceived upon the communication of my 


both sides, which was the result of the dis- ring in Greek authors (Schaefer, ad Bos. 


cussion. The conflict affected the members 
of the church who were stirred up by the 
wevdddeApo. and the false brethren them- 
selves (vv. 3-5). 

1So0 also Bretschneider and Lechler, 
p. 412. : 

2 Comp. also Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 235. 

3 Comp. on rovvayriov, 2 Cor. ii. 7, 1 Pet. 
jii. 9; very frequently (also tavavria) occur- 


Ell. p. 297. 

4 Certainly the adda rovvavriov was, for 
Hofmann at least, the most refractory part 
of the sentence, which had in some sort cf 
way to be forcibly torn from its natural 
connection with iddvres,—a connection 
justly unassailed by expositors. And he 
has managed it by the device of the above 
mentioned ellipsis ! 
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gospel with them.”— rz renior. T. evayy. T. axpo. x.7.4.] The emphasis is laid 
on Kade TWérpog tHe mepit., a8 ver. 8 shows. They saw that my having been 
divinely entrusted with the gospel for the Gentiles was just such (just as 
undoubted, true, direct, etc.), as was that of Peter for the Jews ; conse- 
quently there could be no question of any rpocavabeiva, and nothing could 
follow but complete recognition (ver. 9). The construction ’ in the sense of 
mentotevtai jot TO evayy. (as F G, 19*, 46** actually read) is regular ; as to the 
perfect, used of the enduring subsistence of the act.* — ric axpoBvoriac] that 
is, tov axpoBtorwr, ‘‘of the circumcised,” * the gospel which belonged to the 
uncircumcised, and was to be preached to them. — kalloc Iérpoc tio meprirop. | 
Thus Peter appears as the representative of the Jewish apostles, in accord- 
ance with his superiority among them.* The destination of Peter as an 
apostle to the Gentiles also® is not negatived, but a potiori jit denominatio. 
— That this passage relates not to two different gospels, but to the same gospel 
for two different circles of recipients, to whose peculiarities respectively the 
nature and mode of preaching required special adaptation, is obvious of it- 
self, and is clear from vv. 8, 9. But the passage cannot be worse misunder- 
stood than it has been by Baur,° according to whom there wasa special gos- 
pel of the uncircumcision and a special gospel of the circumcision, differing 
in this respect, that the one maintained the necessity of circumcision, while 
the other allowed it to drop.’ 

Ver. 8. A parenthetic historical substantiation of the preceding remiorev- 
ual Td evayy. THO aKpoB., Kad¢ Iletp. THO wepit. : for He who has been efficacious 
for Peter as regards the apostleship to the circumeision, has also been efficacious 
Sor me as regards the Gentiles ; that is, ‘‘for God, who has wrought effect- 
ually ®in order to make Peter the apostle to the Jews, has also wrought 
effectually for me, to make me an apostle to the Gentiles.” The stress lies 
on évepygoac and évipynoe : God [see Note XXXIYV., p. 96] has been not in- 
active, but efficacious, etc. But that in 6 évepyjoac Paul did not refer to Christ,° 
is evident not only from passages such as 1 Cor. xii. 6, Phil. ii. 13, Col. i. 
29, but also from the fact that he constantly considers his apostleship to be 
the gift of God’s grace, bestowed upon him through the mediation of Christ 
(i. 1, 15 ; Rom. i. 5, xv. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 10; Eph. iii. 2, 7, e al.). —Tlérpo 
is the dativus commodi, ‘‘ dative of advantage.’ — cig ra 26vy] in reference to 


1 Comp. Rom. iii. 2; 1 Cor. ix. 17. 
2 See Winer, p. 255. 


belonging thereto. It is not the divine 
action towards the attainment of the 


3 Rom. ii. 26, iii. 30 ; Eph. ii, 11. 

4 Matt. xvi. 18; Acts ii. iii. iv. v. e¢ al. 

5 Acts xv. 7; 1 Pet.i. 1. 

& Theol. Jahresbericht, 1849, p. 548. 

7 Comp. Holsten, who discovers the dis- 
tinctive feature of the Gentile gospel in the 
“ gnosis of the death of the cross,” in spite 
of 1 Cor. i. 28 f. In opposition to such a 
separation, see also Ritschl, altkath. K. 
p. 127 f. 

® Namely, by communicating the requi- 
site endowments, enlightenment, strength- 
ening, and generally the whole equipment 


anogtoAy (Vatablus, Schott, Fritzsche) that 
is meant, but the making jit for it; the 
attainment was indicated in ver. 7, and is 
substantiated in ver. 8 by the further divine 
action which had taken place. But neither 
are the vesulis of the office, brought about 
by God’s helpful operation, referred to 
(Winer, Usteri, Baur, de Wette, Hofmann), 
which would anticipate the sequel. 

* Paulus, comp. Chrysostom. 

10 Comp. Prov. xxix. 12 (xxxi. 12), accord- 
ing to the usual reading, évepyet yap To avdpi 
eis ayadtda. 


CHAP. IL, 9. ae 


the Gentiles. The precise sense follows from the first half of the verse, 
namely, ei¢ arooroAny tov évdv. “The well-known comparatio compendiaria, 
‘“compendious comparison.”* There is therefore the less reason for assum- 
ing that Paul desired to avoid the expression eic¢ aroor. tr. évwv.? Observe, 
however, how Paul places himself on a par with Peter ; ‘‘ perfecta aucto- 
ritas in praedicatione gentium,” ‘‘ perfect authority in preaching to the 
Gentiles,” Ambrosiaster. 

Ver. 9. Ka? yvdvrec] is connected, after the parenthesis, with idévrec «.1.A. 
in ver. 7.2 — rv yapuv tiv dobeicdy por] is not arbitrarily to be limited either to 
the apostolic office,* or to the success of the same ;° but is to be left quite general : 
the grace which had been given me. They recognized that Paul was highly 
gifted with grace, and was—by the fact that God had so distinguished him 
by means of His grace and thereby legitimized him as His apostle—fully 
fitted and worthy to enter into the bond of collegiate fellowship with them. 
His apostolic mission, his apostolic endowments, the blessed results of ‘his 
labor, are all included in the ydpuc which they recognized,—a general term 
which embraces everything that presented itself in him as divinely-bestowed 
grace and working on behalf of his office. — IdxwBoc] the same as in i. 19 ; 
not the brother of John (Augustine), who at that time had been long dead 
(Acts xii. 2) ; also not the son of Alphaeus ;° but the brother of the Lord, as is 
obvious of itself after what has been remarked oni. 19.7 The mention of 
his name here before the other two is not in compliance with the view of 
the false teachers,* but is quite in due form, as the apostle is relating an 
official act done in Jerusalem, where James stood at the head of the church.’ 
There isacertain decorwm in this—the tact of a respectful consideration tow- 
ards the mother-church and its highly-esteemed representative, who, as 
the Lord’s actual brother, sustained a more peculiar and unique relation to 
Him than any of the twelve. The higher rank possessed by Peter and the 
apostles proper generally as such, issurely sufficiently established by i. 18 f. 
But James, just as the brother of the Lord, had already attained a cer- 
tain archiepiscopal position in the Jewish- Christian mother-church, and con- 
sequently for Jewish Christianity generally, agreeably to the monarchic 
principle which was involved in the latter. If James had been precisely 
one of the twelve, Paul would not" have given him precedence over Peter ; 
for, as mouthpiece of the twelve, Peter was the first for Jerusalem also and 
for the whole of the Jewish Christians.!! The precedence, however, finds 


1 See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 4; Wi- 
ner, p. 578; Fritzschiorum, Opusc. p. 217 f. 

2 Holsten. 

3 While iddvres denotes the immediate im- 
pression of the phenomenon, yvovtes repre- 
sents the knowledge of reflection. A further 
step in the description. Hofmann wrongly 
remarks, “‘It signifies nothing further than 
that they had heard of the occurrence of his 
calling.” But this they must have already 
known years before (i. 18 f.). 

4 Piscator, Estius, and others ; also Hof- 


mann. 

5 Morus, Koppe, Winer, Fritzsche; de 
Wette, doth. 

6 Wieseler on i. 19, and in the Stud. wu. 
Krit. 1842, p. 95 f. 

7 Comp. on Acts xii. 17. See also Hilgen- 
feld, p. 158 ff. ; and Ewald, Gesch. d. Apost. 
Zeit. p. 221 ff. 

® Windischmann. 

®? Comp. Credner, Find. I. 2, p. 571 ff. 

10 Comp. i. 18. 
11 Ver. 7. 
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its explanation and its justification solely in the wnique personal relation to 
Christ, —which belonged to none of the apostles. James, as the eldest of 
the brethren of the Lord,’ was, as it were, his legitimate hereditary successor 
kata odpka, ‘‘ as to the flesh,” in Israel. — oi doxoivte¢ orvA0u elvar] who pass (not 
passed, see vv. 2, 6) as pillars, namely, of the Christian body, the continued 
existence of which, so far as it was conditioned by human agency (for 
Christ is the foundation), depended chiefly on them. The metaphor’ is 
current in all languages.? Looking at the frequent use of the figure, it can- 
not be maintained that Paul here thought of the body of Christians exactly as 
a temple,* although he certainly regarded it as oixodouf, ‘‘ building.”*® These do- 
Kovvrec orvAou° elvar, according to their high repute now, when the decisive final 
result is brought forward, designated with solemn precision and mentioned by 
name, are the very same who were characterized in ver. 2 as oi doxotvrec, and 
in ver. 6 as doxotvtec eivai tc, aS is evident from the uniform term oi doxobyteg 
being used three times. Hofmann nevertheless understands the expression 
in vv. 2 and 6 more generally, so that what the three doxowvtec orvA0 elvar did 
is supposed to be designated as that which was done for the sake of the false 
brethren on the part of those standing in special repute ; but this view is based 
on the misinterpretation, by which an awkward grammatical connection 
with ver. 9 is forced upon the anacoluthic a7é 62 rév doxodvrwr in ver. 6, and 
at the same time—in the interest of harmonizing (with Acts xv.)—a posi- 
tion in relation to the older apostles, unwarranted by the text, is invented 
to explain the notice did dé rove mapevodxt. pevdadéAd. In ver. 4. —dekidc. . . 
kowwwviac] On the separation of the genitive from its governing noun (in this 
case, because the following clause of purpose, iva jueic .7.2., gives the ex- 
planation of «owwviac), see Winer, p. 179 f.; Kiihner, § 865. 1; Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. Il. p. 330 f. Both words are without the article, because deEia¢ did not 
require it ;’ and in xocvwvriac the qualitative element is to be made prominent : 
right hands of fellowship. For the giving of the right hand is the symbol of 
alliance.* In opposition to the idea of an alliance being concluded, the 
objection must not be made® that the act took place on the part of the 
apostles only ; for, as a matter of course, Paul and Barnabas clasped the prof- 
fered hands. — iva jueic ic ta evn .7.2;] The verb to be supplied must be 
furnished by the context, and must correspond with eic.° Therefore either 


1 Matt. xiii. 55; Mark vi. 3. II. 1: ‘Brave peers of England, pillars of 


2 Comp. 1 Tim. iii. 15 ; Rey. iii. 12; Clem. the state.’’ Milton, Par. Lost, II. 302: ‘‘In 
Cor. I. 5. his rising seemed a pillar of state.’’] 

3 Pind. Ol. ii. 146, "Extop’ éafade Tpoias 41 Cor. iii. 16; Eph. ii. 21. 
Gpaxov actpaBh «iova; ‘* Hector, the im- 51 Cor. iii. 9. 


pregnable, erect pillar of Troy, he caused to 
fall,”” Eur. Iph. 7. 50. 67 (Jacobs, ad Anthol. 
VII. p. 120) ; Hor. Od. i. 35. 13, and Mitscher- 
lich in loc. Comp. Maimonides, in More 
Nevoch. ii. 23, ‘ accipe a prophetis, qui sunt 
columna generis humani,” “receive of the 
prophets who are the column of the human 
race ;” also the passages in Schoettgen, 
Hor. p.'728f.; and the Fathers in Suicer, 
Thes. I. p. 1045f. [Shakespeare, Henry VI., 


®The accentuation usual before Lach- 
mann, orvAo, is incorrect. See Lipsius, 
gramm. Unters. p. 48. 

71 Mace. vi. 58, xi. 62, e¢ al.; Kriiger, 
§ 50. 2. 18. 

8 Dougt. Anal. p. 123,1 Macc. vi. 58, and 
Grimm in loc. 

® With Hofmann, who finds merely a 
promise of fellowship. 

10 See Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 338. 
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mopevdouer and ropevdio.,' or apostolatu fungeremur, ver. 8,? or ebay- 
yeAtooueba.* The latter, in no way unsuitable to eic,4 is to be preferred, because 
it is suggested immediately by the protasis in ver. 7, from which, at the 
same time, it is evident that the recognition was not merely that of a ovvepyéc, 
but really amounted to an acknowledgment of apostolic equality.° Moreover, 
as regards the partition here settled, the ethnographical bearing of which 
coincided on the whole with the local division of territory, we must not supply 
any such qualification as praecipue.* On the contrary, the agreement was, 
“* Ye shall be apostles to the Gentiles, and we to the Jews ;” and nothing beyond 
this, except the appended clause in behalf of the poor, was thereby settled : 
so that the state of things hitherto existing in respect to the field of labor 
on both sides remained undisturbed. The modifications of this arrangement 
obviously and necessarily connected with its practical working, primarily 
occasioned by the existence of the Jewish dcacropd—in accordance with 
which the principle of the division of the spheres of labor could in fact be 
carried out merely relatively, and without exclusive geographical or 
ethnographical limitation’—were left an open question, and not discussed. 
The idea that the recognition of Paul on the part of the apostles was 
merely external—simply an outward concordat—and that they themselves 
would have wished to know nothing of the ministry among the Gentiles,® 
is not conveyed in the text, but is, on the contrary, inconsistent with the 
representation given vv. 7-9. According to this, the apostles recognized 
the twofold divine call to apostleship, by which two nationally different 
spheres of labor were to be provided with the one gospel ; but a merely 
external and forced agreement, without any acknowledgment or ratification 
of the principles and modes of procedure which had long regulated the 
action of Paul and Barnabas, would have been as little compatible with 
such a recognition as with the apostolic character generally. If, however, 
we take the kowwvia in our passage to be true and heartfelt,® then the doubts 
thrown by Baur and his followers upon the truth of the account of the 
apostolic council in Acts fall in substance to the ground. How little Paul 
especially considered his apostolic call to the Gentiles as excluding the con- 
version of the Jews from his operations, may be gathered, even laying Acts 
out of view, from passages such as 1 Cor. ix. 20, Rom. i. 16, ix. 1 ff., xi. 14. 

Ver. 10. After yévov interpreters usually supply a verb such as airovyrrec, 
‘“asking,” or rapaxadovyrec, ‘‘ demanding,” which in itself would be allow- 
able,” but is nevertheless quite superfluous ; for uévoy rv rrwyGv iva wrqp. ap- 
pears dependent on defvdc &uxar gol kai Bapy. xovv., so that it is parallel with the 
preceding iva and limitsit. Comp. Matthies, Fritzsche, Hofmann. ‘‘They 
made with us a collegiate alliance, to the end that we should be apostles 


1 Bengel, Fritzsche, Wieseler. 9 Thiersch (Kirche im apost. Zeit. p. 129) 
2 Erasmus, Schott, and many others. well remarks: ‘‘ When they bade farewell, 
3 Winer, Usteri, de Wette. it was not a parting like that when Luther 
4 See on 2 Cor. x. 16. in the castle at Marburg rejected the hand 
5 In opposition to Holsten. of Zwingli, or when Jacob Andreae at 
6 Bengel, Schott, and others. Montbeliard refused that of Theodore 
7 Comp. Lechler, p. 415. Beza.” 


® Baur, Zeller. 10 Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 207 f. 
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to the Gentiles; . . . only that we should not omit to remember the poor 
of the repitouf (not merely of the mother-church) as to support.” In that 
alliance nothing further, in respect to our relation to the repitoug, was 
designed or settled. On przpovetery in the sense of beneficent care, comp. Ps. 
ix. 12; Hom. Od. xviii. 267%. —évov, which belongs to the whole clause, 
and trav rrwyav stand before iva on account of the emphasis laid upon them.” 
The poverty of the Christians of Palestine, which was the principal motive 
for this provision being added, finds its explanation in the persecutions 
which they underwent, in the community of goods which they had at first, 
and perhaps also in the expectation of the Parowsia as near which they most 
of all cherished. Moreover, the uévovx.r.2. by no means excludes the ordi- 
nances of the apostolic council, for Paul here has in view nothing but his rec- 
ognition as apostle on the part of the original apostles in the private discus- 
sions held with the latter. How Baur misuses pévoy x.7.2., aS contrasted 
with the supposed irreconcilable diversity subsisting in doctrine, may be seen 
in the theol. Jahrb. 1849, p. 470; Paulus, I. p. 142 ff. ed. 2; comp. also 
Holsten. In the face of real antagonism of doctrine, the older apostles cer- 
tainly would not have tendered Paul their hands ; and had they desired to 
do so, Paul would have refused them his.? [See Note XXXYV., p. 96.]— 
8 Kat éorrobdaca avtd TovTo moigoar| The aorist, not used instead of the pluper- 
fect, relates to the time from that apostolic alliance to the composition of 
the epistle. Paul, however, continues in the singular ; for soon afterwards 
he separated himself from Barnabas (Acts xv. 39).3 Those who identify our 
journey with that related in Acts xi. xii. must conclude, with Fritzsche, that 
Paul desired to report concerning himself, and hence only mentioned Barnabas 
(and Titus) as well, where it was necessary. Nevertheless this joint-mention, 
although not necessary, would have been very natural in our passage ; for 
iva wrnwovebouev had just been said, and then in a single stroke of the repre- 
sentation, with 6 kai éorobdaca x.t.A., is given the conclusion of the matter so 
referred to. —avrd rovro] is not superfluous,* as neither airé alone® nor roiro 
alone’ is used ; it is the emphatic epexegesis of 6, hoc ipsum, ‘‘ this very thing,” 
whereby Paul makes his readers feel the contrast between the Jewish Chris- 
tian antagonism and his zeal of love thus shown. Studer and Usteri find in 
ard rovro the tacit antithesis, ‘‘ but nothing further which the apostles had 
imposed on me.” Inappropriately, for the idea of any other matters imposed 
was already excluded by the previous account. Schott proposes to take’ 
6 as d’ 6,° but the assumption of this poetical use cannot be justified except 
by a necessity such as is presented to us in the N. T. only at Acts xxvi. 16. 


1 Comp. on Eph. iii. 18; 1 Cor. vii. 29; 
2 Cor. ii. 4; 2 Thess. ii. 7, et al. 

2 Tertullian (de praescr. 23) already gives 
the right view: ‘‘inter se distributionem 
oficit ordinaverant, non separationem evan- 
gelti, nec ut aliud alter, sed ut aliis alter 
praedicarent,” ‘“‘ They arranged among one 
another a distribution of office, not a separa- 
tion of the Gospel; nor so that one would 
preach one thing, and another, another, 


but so that one would preach to some, 
and another to others.” 

3So, correctly, Estius, Winer, Usteri, 
Schott. 

4 Piscator, Vorstius, Grotius, Morus. 

5 Winer. p. 140. 

6 See Matthiae, p. 1050 ; Kiihner, I. p. 527 

7 See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. LIT. 

8 See on Acts xxvi. 16. 
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Still more easily might ard rovro be explained? as on that very account (2 Pet. 
i.5; Xen. Anab. i. 9. 21). But in that case 6 would so naturally take up 
what preceded, that there would be no reason why Paul should have 
brought on that very account so prominently forward. It would rather have 
the appearance of suggesting that, if it had not been for the agreement in 
question, Paul would not have cared for the poor. — We have no historical 
vouchers for the truth of 6 kat éorotdaca x.r.A. ; for the conveyance of the 
contributions in Acts xi. took place earlier than our journey ; and the col- 
lection mentioned 1 Cor. xvi., 2 Cor. viii. f., Rom. xv. 27, comp. Acts xxi. 
17 f., xxiv. 17, occurred after the composition of owr epistle. But who would 
doubt that assurance? Looking at the more or less fragmentary accounts in 
Acts and the Pauline epistles, who knows how often Paul may have sent 
pecuniary assistance to Palestine ? as indeed he may have brought the like 
with him on occasion of his own journey, Acts xviii. 20-22. It has, however, 
been wrongly asserted that, by means of this obligation in respect to the 
poor, a connection was intended to be maintained between the Gentile 
churches and the primitive church, and that at the bottom of it lay the wish 
to bring over the preliminarily converted Gentiles gradually more and more to 
the principles and the mode of life of the primitive church.’ This is an insin- 
uation derived from mere fancy. [See Note XXXVIL., p. 96 seq. ] 

Ver. 11. Paul now carries still further the historical proof of his apostolic 
independence; ‘‘ad summa venit argumentum,” ‘‘ the argument has come to 
the height,” Bengel. For not only has he not been instructed by the apostles ; 
not only has he been recognized by them, and received into alliance with 
them ; but he has even asserted his apostolic authority against one of them, 
and indeed against Peter. There is no ground in the text for assuming 
(with Hofmann) any suspicion on the part of the apostle’s opponents, that 
in Antioch he had been defiant, and in Jerusalem submissive, towards Peter. 
— bre d& 7A0e Knoac x.t.A.| After the apostolic conference, Paul and Barnabas 
travelled back to Antioch, Acts xv. 30. During their sojourn there (Acts 
xy. 83) Peter also came thither,—a journey, which indeed is not mentioned 
in Acts, but which, just because no date is given in our passage, must be 
considered as having taken place soon after the matters previously related.*® 
—Kyoac] The opinion deduced from the unfavorable tenor of this narrative, 
as bearing upon Peter, by Clement of Alexandria,* that the person meant is 


1 Poppo, ad Xen. Cyrop. iv. 1.21; Matthiae, 
p. 1041; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 204 A. 


rence at Antioch earlier than the apostolic 
council,—a view which, according to the 


2 Hilgenfeld, in his Zettschr. 1860, p. 141. 

3 Not so late as Acts xviii. 23, as held by 
Neander, Baumgarten, Lange; and by 
Wieseler, in favor of his view that the jour- 
ney Gal. ii. 1 coincides with that of Acts 
Xviii. 22. Grotius, although he considers 
the journey Gal. ii. 1 as identical with that 
in Acts xy., strangely remarks: ‘‘ Videtur 
significare id tempus, de quo in Act. xiii. 1,” 
“He seems to indicate the time treated in 
Acts xiii.1. Also Hug and Schneckenburger, 
Zweck d. Apostelg. p. 108 ff., place the occur- 


chronological course of Gal. i. ii., is simply 
an error; in which, however, Augustine, 
ep. 19 ad Hieron., had preceded them.— 
Whether, moreover, Peter then visited the 
church at Antioch for the first time (Thiersch, 
Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 432) must be left 
undecided ; but looking at the length of 
time during which this church had already 
existed, it is not at all probable that it was 
his first visit. 
4 Ap. Husebd. i. 12. 
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not the apostle, who certainly in this case is far from corresponding to his 
destination as ‘‘ the rock ” of the church, but a certain Cephas, one of the 
seventy disciples, has been already refuted by Jerome, and also by Gregory, 
Hom. 18 in Hz. — xara rpdowrov| To his face lopposed him. See Actsiii. 13 ; 
often in Polybius.! The opinion of Jerome, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and 
several Fathers, that the contention here related was nothing more than a 
contention in semblance (kata rpdécwrov = secundwm speciem ! ‘‘ in appear- 
ances”), is only remarkable as a matter of history.* — 61: kareyvwopévoc qv] not 
‘‘quia reprehensibilis or reprehendendus erat,” ‘‘ because he was blameworthy or 
to be blamed ;”* for the Greek participle is never used, like the Hebrew, for 
the verbal adjective,‘ neither in Jude 12, Rey. xxi. 8, norin Hom. JJ. i. 
388, xiv. 196, xviii. 427 ; and what a feeble, unnecessary reason to assign 
would be érz xateyvwopuévoc 7v in this sense ! 
so far as its significations are relevant here, does not mean reprehendere, ‘‘ to 
blame,” at all, but either to accuse, which here would not go far enough, or 
condemnare, ‘to condemn.’’® Hence also it is not : guia reprehensus or accusatus 
erat, ‘‘because he was blamed or accused,”’ but : guia condemnatus erat, 
‘“ because he was condemned,” whereby the notorious certainty of the offence oc- 
casioned is indicated, and the stringent ground for Paul’s coming forward 
against him is made evident. Peter, through his offensive behavior, had 
become the object of condemnation on the part of the Christians of Antioch ; 
the public judgment had turned against him ; and so Paul could not keep 
silence, but was compelled to do what he certainly did with reluctance. 
The passive participle has not a vis reciproca, ‘‘reciprocal force ;”* the condem- 
nation of Peter was the act of the Christian publicin Antioch. The idea ‘‘ con- 
victed before God” (Ewald) would have been expressed, if it had been so 
meant. If the condemnation is understood as having ensued through his own 
mode of action,’ the question as to the persons from whom the condemnation 
proceeds is left unanswered. [See Note XXXVIL., p. 97.] 

Ver. 12 ff. Paul now relates the particulars of the occurrence. — ard 
"Tax@Bov] sent by James. It belongs to éAveiv. Why they—and, to judge from 


Moreover, katayryveokew twva,° 


1Comp. kar’ ogdadpuovs, Herod. i. 120; Apol. adv. Rufin. iii.1. See Mohler, gesam- 


Xen. Hiero, 1, 14: Gal. iii. 1; and car’. dupma, 
Eur. Fhes. 421, Bacch. 469. Not coram omni- 
bus, ‘“‘ before all” (Erasmus, Beza, Vata- 
blus), which is not expressed until ver. 14. 
2 A contest arose on this point between 
Jerome and Augustine. The former char- 
acterized the reprehensio in our passage as 
dispensatoria, so contrived by Peter and 
Paul, in order to convince the Jewish Chris- 
tians of the invalidity of the law, when they 
should see that Peter had the worst of it 
against Paul. Augustine, on the contrary, 
asserted the correct sense, and maintained 
that the interpretation of Jerome intro- 
duced untruth into the Scriptures. See 
Jerome, Hp. 86-97; Augustine, Hp. 8-19. 
Subsequently Jerome gave up his view 
and adopted the right one. c. Pélag. i. 8; 


melte Schriften, I. p.1 ff. 

3 Vulgate, Castalio, Calvin, Beza, Corne- 
lius & Lapide, Elsner, Wolf, and others; 
also Koppe, Borger, Flatt, Matthies. 

4 Gesenius, Lehrgeb. p. 791 ; Ewald, p. 538. 

5 Not to be confounded with karay. tivds 
tt, aS is done by Matthias. 

6 Comp. 1 John iii. 20, 21; Ecclus. xiv. 2, 
xix. 5. ; 

7 Ambrose, Luther, Estius, and others; 
also Winer, Schott, de Wette. 
8 Bengel, comp. Riickert, 

had an evil conscience.” 

® Bengel, Lechler, p. 423 ; comp. Windisch- 
mann and Hofmann. 

10 Comp. Plat. Prot. p. 309 B, am’ éxeivov 
Epxowar: Matt. xxvi. 47 ; Mark v. 35 ; 1 Thess. 
lil. 6. . 


“because he 
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the impression made upon Peter, they were certainly men of importance, 
strict in their Jewish-Christian obServances—were sent to Antioch by James, 
we know not, any more than why Peter journeyed thither. But the con- 
jecture that they belonged to the pevdadeAgar of ver. 4 (Winer, Schott), con- 
flicts directly with the fact, that they were sent by James: for at the 
apostolic conference the latter had nowise made common cause with the 
wevdddeAdoe ; and therefore in sending any of them to Antioch he would have 
acted very unwisely, or would, with reactionary intent,’ have simply supplied 
new fuel to the scarcely settled controversy. Others,* connecting the 
words with rivdéc, understand adherents of James, or, as Winer (comp. Wolf) 
says, ‘‘ qui Jacobi auctoritate sive jure seu secus utebantur,” ‘‘ who availed 
themselves of the authority of James either justly or otherwise ;” but this 
brings upon James the designation of a party-chief (some Jacobites !), which 
would be neither necessarily nor wisely introduced here, even supposing 
Winer’s modification to be mentally supplied. Lastly, the explanation of 
Beza, Grotius, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius (following Chrysostom), that 
a6 IaxdBov means nothing more than from Jerusalem, because James was 
the president of the church there,* is an unauthorized setting aside of the 
‘person, who is named expressly and not without due reason. — pera rév 
évav ovvicbiev| he joined in meals with the Gentile Christians.® Notice the 
imperfect. The Jew might not eat with Gentiles without incurring Levit- 
ical defilement (Acts xi. 3) ; but Peter, who previously by special revelation 
(Acts x. f.), had been instructed as to the invalidity of this separation in 
Christianity, had in the apostolic conference defended Christian freedom 
(Acts xv. 7 ff.), and taken part in passing the decree that, as regards food, 
the Gentile brethren should only have to abstain from meat offered to idols, 
things strangled, and blood (Acts xv. 29). This decree was received and 


1 The book of Acts is silent both on this 
point and also as to the whole scene be- 
tween Peter and Paul,—a silence indeed, 
which, according to Baur and Zeller, is 
supposed to be maintained intentionally, 
and in consistency with the false represen- 
tation of the transactions in Jerusalem. 
According to Ritschl (altkath. Kirche, p. 
145), they were deputed by James to bring 
the relation between the Jewish and Gen- 
tile Christians back to the rule of the apos- 
tolic decree, as James understood it, that 
is, according to Ritschl, in the sense of a 
retractation of the Jewish-Christian defec- 
tion from the law, and on behalf of restor- 
ing the separation between the two parties 
as respected their customs of eating. This 
assumed task of the t.vés is neither in any 
way intimated in the text, nor is therea 
trace of it in Acts (comp., on the contrary, 
xy. 30 ff.). Just as little can it be proved 
that, as Ewald thinks, a decree had been 
passed in the church at Jerusalem that the 
Jewish Christian should refrain from eat- 


ingin company with Gentile Christians (be- 
cause he did not know whether blood or 
something strangled might be among their 
food), and that those tivés had come to 
Antioch to make known this new decree. 
Hilgenfeld also assumes that those sent by 
James had some charge relating to with- 
drawal from the Gentile Christians. Comp. 
Holsten, 2. Hvang. ad. Paul. u. Petr. p. 357, in 
whose opinion they were sent after Peter, 
because his intercourse with the Gentiles 
had been notified at Jerusalem. 

2So de Wette, whereby, however, the 
character of James is placed in a very 
awkward position, which is not to be sup- 
ported by Acts xxi. 18. 

3 As Studer, Usteri, Zeller. So also 
Vomel, Br. a. d. Gal. mit deutsch. Uebers. u. 
krit. Anm., Frankf. 1865, p. 29. 

4Comp. of ard TWAdrwvos and the like; 
Schaefer, Melet. p. 26 ff. ; Bernhardy, p. 222. 

5 Comp. Koppe. 

® Comp. on cvvecGieww in this sense, Plat. 
Legg. ix. p. 881 D; Luke xy. 2; 1 Cor. v. 11. 
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accepted with joy by the church at Antioch (Acts xv. 30 f.). It would 
therefore have been all the easier for Peter in Antioch to follow his divinely 
attained conviction,' and to take part without hesitation in the more fa- 
miliar intercourse of meals with the Gentile Christians there—free from any 
scruple that he should defile himself by Gentile food, which no legal enact- 
ments restricted except as to those three points. But to this free and cor- 
rect standpoint the stricter Jewish Christians, who were still entangled in 
the observances of the Levitical precepts as to purity (comp. Acts xxi. 
20), had not been able to rise ; and to this class belonged the rivé¢ (ver. 12). 
When, therefore, these men arrived from Jerusalem and from James, Peter 
unhappily no longer continued his previous liberal-minded conduct in 
Antioch, but drew back and separated himself from intercourse at meals 
with the Gentile Christians, whereby he gave a practical denial to his better 
conviction. How similar to his conduct in his former denial of the Lord ! 
Calovius, however, justly, in conformity with the temperament of Peter, 
remarks, ‘‘ wna haec fuit Petri actio non habitus,” ‘‘ this was a single action 
of Peter and not a habit.” — doBobpevoc rove éx repit.| By this are meant the 
Jewish Christians generally, as a class, so far as they were represented by 
those rwvéc, who belonged to the stricter school. Peter feared the Jewish- 
Christians’ strictness, displeasure, disapprobation, etc. The explanatory 
gloss of Chrysostom? favors Peter, quite against the literal sense of the 
words (Matt. x. 26, xiv. 5; Mark ix. 18 ; Luke xii. 5; Acts v. 26; Rom. 
xiii. 8). — Observe also, on the one hand, the graphic force of the wmperfects 
iréor. and agép., and, on the other hand, the expression of his own bad prec- 
edent, éavrév, which belongs not merely to agdp., but also to iréor. (Polyb. 
vii. 17. 1, xi. 15. 2, i. 16. 10) ; he withdrew himself, etc., and thereby 
induced his Jewish-Christian associates also to enter on a like course (ver. 
13). It is not, according to the context, correct that these imperfects express 
an enduring separation (Wieseler); the behavior begins when the rwé¢ ard 
*IaxdB. have come ; it excites the unfavorable judgment of the church, and 
Paul immediately places himself in decided opposition to Peter. The im- 
perfects are therefore the usual adwmbrativa, ‘‘ adumbrative ;” they place the 
withdrawal and separation of Peter, as it were, before the eyes of the readers. 
On the other hand, the ovvurexpi#. which follows is the wider action which 
took place and served further to challenge Paul ; hence the aorist. 

Ver. 13. And the rest of the Jewish Christians also played the hypocrite 
jointly with him—those, namely, living in Antioch, who previously, in har- 
mony with the liberal standpoint which they had already attained to, had 
held fellowship at meals with the Gentile Christians of the place, but now, 
misled by the influential example of Peter, had likewise drawn back. This 


1That the Christian fellowship in meals 
included also the joint observance of the 
agapae (which Thiersch, Hilgenfeld, and 
others take to be meant), is obvious. It is 
not, however, expressly denoted by ovvjc- 
Ovev. 

2 ob rovT0 PoPovmevos Ky KwSuvevcy, aAr’ tva 


4H anootaow, ‘not apprehending that he 
was incurring danger, but that they might 
apostatize,” comp. Theophylact, “y cxavda- 
AvcbevTEes amogKipTHTwar THS TiaTews, “lest 
being offended they might depart from the 
faith,” which is followed by Piscator, Gro- 
tius, Estius, and others. 
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was hypocrisy on their part and on Peter’s, because, although at the bottom 
of their hearts convinced of Christian freedom, they, from fear of men (ver. 
12), concealed the more liberal conviction of which they were conscious, 
and behaved just as if they entertained the opposite view. It is true that 
the apostolic council had not decided anything as to the conduct of the 
Jewish Christians among Gentile Christians ; but the immorality consisted 
in the inwardly untrue duplicity of their behavior, which was more than a 
mere inconsistency (Baur) of reformed Judaism, conceived by Paul as being 
hypocrisy (Hilgenfeld).’— kai BapvéB.] even Barnabas, who was my associate 
withal in the apostleship to the Gentiles (ver. 9), and should consequently 
least of all have ventured insincerely to deny the principle of Christian 
freedom, to the disparagement of the Gentile Christians !_ So injurious was 
the effect of Peter’s example ! — ovvaryy67] was jointly led away (led astray), 
namely, from hisown standpoint.? éore with a jinite verb, in the secondary 
sentence (comp. John ili. 16), denotes the consequence simply as a fact 
which has occurred.* The infinitive would make the representation subjective 
(the seduction being conceived as a necessary result). — airév] that is, abrow 
kat Tov Aorrdv’Iovd. Itis emphatically prefixed. The dative is instrumental : 
by their hypocrisy, not to their hypocrisy (Luther and others). No one can, 
without wronging Paul in respect to the choice of his strongly inculpating 
expression,‘ either call in question the fact that the conduct of Peter is here 
expressly designated as hypocrisy,® or reduce it to a mere supposition ; 
although Ritschl, p. 145, is of opinion that the reproach thus used does not 
quite evince a clear and thorough conviction of the rightness of the non- 
Jewish practice. The purposely chosen expression in our passage shows, on 
the contrary, that Peter's conviction, which was well known to Paul, agreed 
with the conviction of Paul himself, although it was hypocritically denied 
by the former. Peter’s imdxpiovc, according to the text, consisted in the 
*Tovdaiverv, to which he had drawn back after his intercourse with the Gen- 
tile Christians, not in his previous fellowship with them, which is alleged 
to have been ‘‘a momentary unfaithfulness to his real conviction.”® And 
the censure which Paul—certainly unwillingly, and with a complete real- 
izing and appreciating of the moral situation to which it has reference— 
has directed against Peter expressly on the ground of hypocrisy,’ exhibits 


1The view of Holsten, z. Hv. des Pawl. u. 
Petr. p. 357 ff., is similar. — On ovvumexpi6., 
comp. Polyb. iii. 92. 5, v. 49. 7; Plut. Mar. 
14.17; Joseph. Bell. xv. 7. 5. 

2 Comp. 2 Pet. iii. 17, Rom. xii. 16, and 
Wetstein in loc. 

3 See Tittmann, Synon. II. p. 70; Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. Wl. p. 1012 f.; Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 772. 

4 This expression is all the more strictly 
to be understood as it stands, since Paul 
has not anywhere else in his epistles or 
speeches used either the word vmoxpivecOa, 
or Umoxpitis, or (with the exception of 1 Tim. 
iv. 2) wméxpiots. He would be the less 
likely to have omitted to weigh the gravity 


of the reproach conveyed in this very word 
otherwise strange to him, especially seeing 
that it was used after so dong a time and 
was directed against Peter. This remark 
also applies in opposition to Schneckenbur- 
ger in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p. 554 f., and 
to Moller on de Wette. 

5 Schwegler, I. p. 129. 

6 Baur, in the theol. Jahrb. 1849, p. 476; 
Schwegler, Zeller, Hilgenfeld. 

7™Not merely (comp. de Wette) on ac- 
count of an easily excusable want of firm- 
ness and clearness in conviction (Bisping), 
or of amomentary throwing of the same 
into the background wnder pressure of cir- 
cumstances (Reithmayr). Even Erasmus ex- 
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plainly the agreement in principle of the personal convictions of the two 
apostles.’ 

Ver. 14. “Or: ob dpborodoic:] dpborodeiv,? not preserved elsewhere in Bib- 
lical language, undoubtedly means to be straight-footed, that is, to walk 
with straight feet.* Here used in a figurative sense—as words expressive of 
walking are favorites with Paul in representing ethical ideas*—equivalent 
to acting rightly (with straightness), conducting oneself properly.* It is the 
moral dpbérn¢ mpdéeuc,® the opposite of the moral cxodrév,’ orpeBAdv,® yoddr.® 
According to the leaning of Greek authors towards the direct mode of ex- 
pression, the present is quite regular." — rpoc ryv aAgd. tov evayyéA.| mpd¢ is 
understood as secundum, ‘‘ according to,” by most expositors ;? by others in 
the sense of direction towards the mark,** which would mean, ‘‘ so as to main- 
tain and promote the truth of the gospel.” The former interpretation is to be 
preferred, because it is the more simple and the first to suggest itself, and 
it yields a very suitable sense. Hence : corresponding to the truth, which is 
the contents of the gospel (ver. 5). Certainly Paul never in verbs of walk- 
ing expresses the rule prepositionally by zpéc, but by xara ;“* but in this 
passage mpoc x.7.2. isthe epexegesis of op6dc, according to its ethical idea. — 
gunpoodev ravtwyv| consequently, not merely between themselves, but im the 
sight of the whole church, although not assembled expressly for this purpose ;’* 
Tove duaptdvovtac Evariov Tavtov éheyxe, wa Kal ot Aoirol G6Bov Exwou, 
1 Tim. v. 20. ‘‘Non enim utile erat errorem, qui palam noceret, in secreto 
emendare,” ‘‘it was not advantageous to correct in secret an error which 
injured openly,” Augustine. — ei ot ‘Iovdaioc imapyov x.t.A.] that is, ‘If 
thou, although a born Jew, orderest thy mode of living in conformity with 
that of the born Gentiles, ywpic Iovdackje rapatnphoews, ‘different from the 
Jewish observance’ (Chrysostom), and not with that of the born Jews—a 
course of conduct, which thou hast just practically exemplified by eating in 
company with Gentile Christians—how comes it to pass that thou (by the ex- 
ample of the wholly opposite conduct which thou hast now adopted since 
the arrival of those rivéc) urgest the born Gentiles to adopt the custom of 
the born Jews 2?” What a contradiction of conduct is it, thus in one breath 
to live évxéc and to urge the é@vy to the ’Iovdaivew ! The present fj¢ denotes 


The op0or0dév is not lame 
(xwAever), but makes tpoxtds opOas tots rociv, 
Heb. xii. 13. 


erts himself to come at length to the result, opSocrarety, 
that “ Pauli objurgatio nihil aliud fuit quam 


confirmatio parum adhuc sibi constantium,” 


‘*Paul’s reproof was nothing but an asser- 
tion of the inconsistencies.” 

1 Comp. Wiesinger, de consensu locor. Gal. 
ii. et Act. xv. p. 86; Lechler, p. 426. 

2 Comp. opOoBarety, Anthol. ix. 11. 4. 

3 Comp. op9dmovs, Soph. Ant. 985; Nicand. 
Alexiph. 419, op@dmodes Baivovtes, 

4 Comp. mepimatety, atorxetv k.T.A. 

5 opOompayecrv, Aristot. Pol. i. 5.8. Vul- 
gate, ‘“‘recte ambularent.’”. Hofmann, ‘‘ to 
stand with straight foot.’’ But comp. dguzo- 
Setv, wxumodecyv, to be swift-footed, that. is, 
swift in running. The standing would prob- 
ably have been expressed, as perhaps by 


6 Plat. Men. p. 97 B. 

7 Plat. Gorg. p. 525 A. 

8 Kcclus. xxxvi. 25. 

® Heb. xii. 18. 

10 See Kiihner, § 846. 

112 Cor. v. 10; Luke xii. 47; Bernhardy, 
p. 265. “ 

12 Including Winer, Riickert, de Wette, 
Ewald, Wieseler. 

18 Flacius, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, Morus 
Hofmann. 

14 Rom. viii. 4, xiv. 15; 1 Cor. iii. 3, e¢ al. 

16 Thiersch. 
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that which was constant, accordant with principle, in Peter's case.’ This is 
laid down by Paul, with the argumentative ei, as certain and settled, and 
that not merely by inference from his recent experience of Peter having eat- 
en in company with Gentiles, but also on the ground of his knowledge 
otherwise of this apostle and of his practical principles on this point, with 
which the é@vixé¢ C#v just before actually carried out by Peter was in accord- 
ance. Groundlessly and erroneously Riickert labors? to extract an en- 
tirely different meaning, understanding ’Iovdaixéc¢ Cac in an ideal sense (Rom. 
ii. 28 f.; John i. 48), and éOrvixdc She as its opposite : ‘‘ By thy present con- 
duct thou showest thyself truly not as a genuine Jew, but as a Gentile 
(sinner) ; how art thou at liberty to ask that the Gentiles should adopt 
Jewish customs, which by thy behavior thou thyself dost not honor ?” 
But, in fact, the reader could only take the explanation of the é@wkéc¢ Cae 
from peta tov éOvdv cuvfotiey (ver. 12), and of the ’Iovdaixéc Cyc from iré- 
. mepitoune (ver. 12). No one could light upon the alleged ideal 
view (reverting, in the apodosis, to the empirical !), the more especially as 
the breaking off from eating with the Gentiles would have to be regarded as 
a Gentile habit Gn an ethical sense) ! The @7y» is not the moral living accord- 
ing to the Gentile or the Jewish fashion, but the shaping of the life with 
reference to the category of external social observances within the Christian com- 
munion, such as, in the individual case in question, the following (Iovdaixéc) 
or non-following (éxé¢) of the Jewish restrictions as to eating. — rac] 
qui fit, ut, ‘‘how does it happen that” (Rom. iii. 6, vi. 2, x. 14, and fre- 
quently), indicating the incomprehensibleness of this morally contradictory 
behavior. — ra é6vn avayKdlerc Iovdaiewy|] indirect compulsion. For the Gen- 
tile Christians in Antioch must very naturally have felt themselves con- 
strained by the imposing example of the highly-esteemed Peter to look upon 
the Jewish habit of living—the observance of the special peculiarities of 
the outward legal Judaism *—as something belonging to Christianity, and 
necessary for partaking in Christian fellowship and for attaining the Mes- 
sianic salvation ;‘and they would shape their conduct in practice in accord- 
ance with this view.’ De Wette° assumes, that the emissaries of James 
preached the principle of the necessity of observing the law, and that Peter 
gave his support, at least tacitly, to this preaching. This is not at all inti- 
mated in the text, and is not rendered necessary by the literal sense of 
avayxdCewv, which is sufficiently explained by the moral constraint of the in- 
ducement of so influential an example, as it is often used in classical au- 
thors, ‘‘de varia necessitate quam praesens rerum conditio efficit,” ‘‘of 
the various necessity which the present condition of affairs effects.”° The 


GreEAAE = 6 


1 Contrary to the view of Hilgenfeld and 
others. 

2 Since it does not run: émevd} . . . eCyoas. 

3 The “Iovéatgew: comp. Esth. viii. 17; 
Plut. Cic. 7. Where a freedmanis spoken of, 
who was évoxos 76 Iovdwigerv, “ chargeable 
with Judaizing,” and in reference to whom 
Cicero says: ri’ IovSaiw pos xoipov, ‘ What 
has a Jew to do with swine ;” comp. also 


6 


Ignat. ad Magnes. 10, acomov éotw Xprorov 
"Inaovv Aadetv Kai “Iovdaigev, ‘It is absurd 
to profess Christ Jesus and yet to Juda- 
ize.” 

4 Comp. Usteri, p. 66 f. 

5 Comp. also Wieseler, Chronol. p. 198 f., 
Komment. p. 168. 

6 Sturz, Lex. Xen. I. 18. 6. 
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view which understands the word here not at all of indirect constraint, but 
of definite demands,’ by which Peter sought to turn them back into the 
path of Jewish Christianity, is opposed to the divine instruction imparted 
to this apostle, to his utterances at the council, and to our context, accord- 
ing to which the avayxaevv can have consisted in nothing more than the ov« 
oplorodeiv as it is represented in ver. 12 f., and consequently must have been 
merely a practical, indirect compulsion, not conveyed in any express de- 
mands. Wieseler obscures the intelligibility of the whole passage by un- 
derstanding the "Iovdaifew of the observance of the restrictions as to food en- 
acted by the apostolic council. In decisive opposition to this view it may be 
urged, that in the whole context this council is left entirely unmentioned ; 
further, that these restrictions as to food had nothing to do with the Jew- 
ish proselytes (on whose account, possibly, their observance might have 
been called an ’Iovdaiferv) ; lastly, that the compliance with the same on the 
part of the church at Antioch, especially so soon after the council (see on 
ver. 11), cannot, according to Acts xv. 30, at all be a matter of doubt. 
Moreover, Paul, who had himself together with Peter so essentially co-op- 
erated towards this decree of the council, have—in the presence of Peter, 
of the Christians of Antioch, and even of those who were sent by James— 
characterized the obedience given to the restrictions in question by the in- 
applicable and ill-sounding name "Iovdaifevv ? It would have shown at least 
great want of tact. 

Ver. 15. A continuation of the address to Peter down to ver. 21.7 Others 
have looked upon vv. 15-21 as addressed to the Galatians ;° but to this view 
it may be objected, that Paul himself does not indicate the return to his 
readers until iii. 1, and that the bare, brief reproach in ver. 14 would 
neither correspond to the historical character of so important an event, 
nor stand in due relation with the purpose for which Paul narrates it (see 
on ver. 11) ; as indeed he himself has in vv. 11 and 14 so earnestly pre- 
pared the way for, and announced, his opposition, that the reader could 
not but expect something more than that mere question—so hurriedly thrown 
out—of indignant surprise. And how could he have written to his (for the 


1 Ritschl, p. 146. 

2So Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jerome, 
Estius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Tittmann, 
(Opuse. p. 365), Knapp (Scr. var. arg. II. 


ver. 14 alone could in no way seem ade- 
quate, and least of all could it suffice to 
procure a duly proportionate satisfaction 
for the offence given to the church (ver. 11). 


p. 452 f.), Flatt, Winer, Rtickert, Schott, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette and Moller, 
Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Holsten. 

’Theodore of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius, 
Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Semler, Koppe, 
Matthies, Hermann, Hofmann, Wieseler, 
Reithmayr. 

4 Indeed the practical renunciation (not 
mere denial) of the principle of Christian 
freedom required a renewed apology for, 
and vindication of, the latter; especially as 
Paul had called Peter to account before the 
assembled church, whereby the act assumed 
a solemnity to which the brief question in 


He does not, howeyer, ‘“‘demonstrate” his 
explanation to Peter (Wieseler’s difficulty), 
but presents it in the most vivid and strik- 
ing dialectic, compressing everything which 
would have afforded matter for a very co- 
pious demonstration sharply and sternly, 
towards the defeat of the great opponent 
who had been unfaithful to himself. Hof- 
mann inconsiderately holds that, if Paul 
after the concession e@vicas ¢fs K. od« “Iov- 
Saikws had thus explained himself in a de- 
tailed statement to Peter, he would have 
acted absurdly. It would have been absurd, 
if Paul, in order to say the two or three 
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most part) Gentile-Christian readers ijueig pboer ’Iovdaio x.t.4., Without telling 
them whom he meant thereby ? Just as little can we assume that Paul again 
turns to the Galatians with «ai jueic in ver. 16,’ or in ver. 17,” or in ver. 18 ;° 
or that he* has been imperceptibly led away from the thread of his historical 
statement, so that it is not possible to show how much belongs to the speech 
at Antioch. No, the whole of this discourse (vv. 15-21)—thoroughly un- 
folding the truth from principles, and yet so vivid, and in fact annihilating 
his opponent—harmonizes so fully with the importance of a public step 
against Peter, as well as with the object which Paul had in view in relat- 
ing this occurrence to the Galatians especially, among whom indeed these 
very principles, against which Peter offended, were in great danger, that, up 
to its tragic conclusion dpa Xproric dwpedy arédavev (ver. 21), it must be re- 
garded as a unity—as the effusion directed against Peter at Antioch ; but, 
at the same time, it cannot be maintained that Paul spoke the words quite 
literally thus, as he here, after so long a lapse of time, quotes from lively 
recollection of the scene which he could not forget. — jjei¢ ote: ’Iovdaior, Kai 
ovk &€ E9vOv duapt.| Paul begins his dogmatic explanation in regard to the 
reproach expressed in ver. 14 with a concession : ‘‘ We are Jews by birth (in 
this Paul feels the whole advantage of belonging to the ancient holy people 
of God, Rom. iii. 1 f., ix. 1 ff.), and not sinners of the Gentiles” (by Gentile 
descent). Gentiles as such, because they are dvouoc and ad_eo (Rom. ii. 12 ; 
1 Cor. ix. 21 ; Eph. ii. 12), are to the Israelite consciousness duaprwAot and 
adexos (1 Sam. xv. 18; Tob. xiii. 6; Wisd. x. 20: comp. Luke xviii. 32, 
xxiv. 7; 1 Cor. vi. 1); and from ¢this—the theocratical—point of view Paul 
says && é¥vav duaptodoi, born Gentiles, and as such sinners, as all Gentiles are. 
Not as if he would look upon the ’Iovdaiove as not sinners ; according to the 
sequel, indeed, they needed justification equally with the Gentiles (see Rom. 
ii. 8, 22f., v.12; Eph. i. 2f.). But the passage affirms that the Jews—as 
the possessors of the revelation and the law, of the ancient theocratic viod- 
ecia ‘‘adoption,” and the promises (Rom. ix. 4), and as belonging to the holy 
arapyf, ‘first fruits,” and root-stock of the theocracy (Rom. xi. 16)—possessed 
as their own a religious consecration of life, whereby they stood on a cer- 
tain stage of righteousness in virtue of which, although it was not that of 
the true dicacoobvyn, they were nevertheless exalted far above the Gentiles in 
their natural state of sinfulness (Eph. ii. 12 ; Tit. iii. 5). Luther well says: 
“Nos natura Judaei in legalé justitia excedimus quidem gentes, qui pecca- 
tores sunt, sinobis conferantur, ut quinec legum nec opera ejus habent ; verum 
non in hoc justi sumus coram Deo, externa est illa justitia nostra,” ‘‘ We who 
are by nature Jews in egal righteousness exceed the Gentiles, who are sin- 
ners, if they be compared with us, as they have neither the law nor its 
works ; but in this we are not righteous before God ; such righteousness of 
ours is external.” If duaprwAoi had not been unduly understood according to 
the purely ethical idea (the opposite of sinlessness), the discourse wouid not 


words to Peter recorded in ver. 14, had 2 Luther, Calvin. 
brought the whole act of the xara mpoowmov 3 Cajetanus, Neander. 
abt avréotny before the assembled church. 4 Erasmus and Estius by way of sugges- 


1 Calovius, Paulus. tion, Usteri. 


84 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 


have been so broken up as by Elsner, Er. Schmidt, and others : ‘‘ Nos na- 
tura Judaci, licet non ex gentibus, peccatores,” ‘ We, by nature Jews, although 
not of the Gentiles, are sinners; comp. Paulus. Hofmann’s view is also simi- 
lar; ‘‘that the apostle excluded from himself that sinfulness only, which 
was implied in Gentile descent—characteristic of those not belonging natu- 
rally to the Jewish nationality.”? Paul wishes, not to affirm the different 
nature of the sinfulness of those born as Jews and Gentiles respectively, but 
to recall the theocratic advantage of the Jews over the sinners of Gentile 
descent ; in spite of which advantage, however, etc. (ver. 16). The con- 
trast lies in the idea of a theocratic sanctitas, ‘‘ holiness,” peculiar to the born 
Jew, onthe one hand ;? and on the other, of a profane vitiositas, ‘‘ viciousness,” 
wherewith the Gentile descent is burdened. [See Note XXXVIII., p. 97. ]|— 
has the emphasis: We on our part (Land thou). pévis not to be supplied jyeic] 
here (Riickert, Schott) ; but the concession in ver. 15 stands by itself, and the 
contrast 7s added without preparation in ver. 16.* Thecontrast thus strikes 
one more vividly, and hence the absence of the uév can afford no ground for 
calling in question (with Hofmann) the sense of a concession.‘ On the dif- 
ference between ‘Iovdaios (theocratic bond of union) and ‘EBpaio. (national- 
ity), see Wieseler.*® 

Ver. 16 is usually construed so that eidéreg . . . Xpiotoi is a parenthesis ; 
and either the sentence is made to begin with jjei¢ in ver. 15, and this jpyeic 
is again taken up by the subsequent kai ijueic,® or swmus is supplied after 
duaptwioi, a new sentence is commenced by eidérec, and kal jyeic x.7.2. is taken 
as apodosis.’. Both forms of construction would give «idérec . . . Xpuorow 
as the motive for the émoretoauev. But in this way the statement, how Paul 
and Peter (for these are the subject ; see on ver. 15) attained to faith, would 
not tally with history, for the conversion of these two apostles did not at 
all take place by means of logical process in the argumentative way of «idé- 
Both of them were in fact miraculously and suddenly 
laid hold of by Christ ; and thereby, on their becoming believers, the light 
of the statement of purpose in the sequel dawned upon them. We must 
therefore consider as correct the punctuation of Lachmann, ® who is followed 
by Wieseler : a comma only before eidérec, and a period after Xpicroi, ‘‘ We 
are Jews by birth and not sinners of the Gentiles, knowing however” (cidérec still 
belonging to the éouév, which has to be supplied), that is, since we never- 
theless know, that a man is not justified, etc.; so that what thou, Peter, 


Te¢ . . . émloTevoaper. 


1 Comp. his Schriftbew. I. p. 564, 610, ‘‘ Our 
sinfulness does not bear the characteristic 
Gentile shape.” 

2 Calvin appropriately says : ‘* Quia autem 
promissis haereditariam benedictionem fa- 
ciebat, ideo naturale vocatur hoc bonum,” 
‘But since the promise made the blessing 
hereditary, this advantage is on this ac- 
count called natural.” 

3 Comp. Fritzsche, a@ Rom. II. p. 428; 
Bremi, ad Isocr. Paneg. 105, *‘ quando altera 
pars per é€ sit evehenda,” ‘‘since the other 
part is to be inferred by means of the 5.” 


Comp. also Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 3. 
15. 

5 Ueber ad. Hebrderbrief, 1861, II. p. 28. 

® So Castalio and others, Winer, Matthies, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Holsten, 
Reithmayr. 

7 Beza and others; also Riickert, Usteri, 
Schott, Fritzsche, d. conform. N. T. Lachm. 
p. 53, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Hofmann, Mat- 
thias, Moller. 

® In the small edition ; in the larger one 
the usual punctuation is followed. 


Olas ning IMGs, 85 


doest (ver. 15), completely conflicts with this certainty, which we have not- 
withstanding of our Jewish pre-eminence. [See Note XXXIX., p. 97.]— oo 
dexavovrat dvdparoc| The emphatically prefixed dicavoira is negatived : a man 
és not justified. As to the idea of dicasovoar, see on Rom. i. 17. Here also 
it appears clearly as an actus forensis, and as incompatible with the perversion 
of the idea by the Catholics and the followers of Osiander.!. From works of the 
law, which would be the determining ground of God’s acquittal ; by means of 
faith, which is imputed by God as righteousness (Rom. v. 5, 24 f.),—these 
are the contrasted points, while the idea of dixavoioda: is the same.* — %F Epywv 
vouov| vduov is not subjective (works, which the law by its precepts call forth), 
but objective: works, which relate to the law, that is, works by which the pre- 
cepts of the law are fulfilled, which have as their opposite the duaprhuara vduon, 
Wisd. ii. 12.° Our passage testifies also in favor of this view by the contrast 
of riorewe "Inood Xpiorov, inasmuch as the one relation (épywv) to the one ob- 
ject (véuov) stands correlatively contrasted with the other relation (iorewc) 
to the other object (Incot Xpicrov). Schott, following the older expositors,‘ 
quite erroneously limits véuo¢g to the ceremonial law,—a limitation which 
never occurs in the N. T.° and, especially where justification is the matter 
in question, would be quite unsuitable ; for the impossibility of justification 
by the law has reference to the whole law, viewed in its requirements jointly 
and severally, which in its full extent, and in the way willed by God, no man 
can fulfil. ° — éav u7] not acompromise between justification by works and jus- 
tification by faith in the Jewish-Christian consciousness,’ but a transition to 
another mode of conception : A man is not justified by the works of the 
law ; he is not justified, except by, etc.* Consequently we have here neither 
justification by the works, which are done by means of faith (the Catholic 
view), nor Christ’s fulfilment of the law, which is apprehended by faith.° 
The former is not Pauline,” and the latter has only its indirect truth (for the 
N. T. nowhere teaches the imputation of Christ’s obedience to the law), in 
so far as the atoning work of the Lord completed on the cross, which is the 
specific object and main matter of justifying faith, necessarily presupposes 
His active, sinless obedience (2 Cor. v. 21), of which, however, nothing is 
here said. [See Note XL., p. 97.] But here in éav uf we have the ‘‘sola fide” 
of Luther and his Church." It is only the man justified solely by faith, who 
thereupon fulfils by means of the Spirit the requirements of the law.” This 


1 See especially Wieseler én loc. 

2 Comp. on Rom. iii. 25 f. 

3 See on Rom. ii. 15. 

4 Including Theodoret, Pelagius, Erasmus. 

5 Although, according to the context, at 
one time the ethical, and at another the 
ritual, aspect of the law preponderates. 
Comp. on Rom. iii. 20, and Schmid, 020/. 
Theol. Il. p. 836. 

® Comp. iii. 10; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 259. 

7 Holsten, in spite of the apodosis. 

8 Comp. Hymn. Cer. V7 f., ovSé tus Ado 
aitios abavdtwv, ei phn vepedanyepéta Zevs, 
‘nor is there any other cause of immortals 
except («i ») the cloud-gatherer Zeus.” 


*So also Jatho, Br. an a. Gal. p. 18 f. 

10 See the constantly repeated attacks on 
the part of the Catholics against the evan- 
gelical doctrine of justification by faith, in 
Mohler, Symbol. p. 182, ed. 4; Reithmayr, 
p.179 ff. More unprejudiced is Ddéllinger, 
Christenth. u. Kirche, pp. 187, 202, and else- 
where. On the other hand, Romang (in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1867, 1, 2) has made too much 
concession to the Catholic justification by 
works, and has, like Hengstenberg, erro- 
neously assumed a gradual progress of 
justification. 

11 Comp. on Rom. iii, 28. 

12 See on Rom viii. 4. 
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is the moral completion of the relation of the law to redemption. —’Ijoow 
Xpiotov] object : on Jesus Christ. Comp. Mark xi. 22.'—é§ and 6:4 denote 
the same idea (of causality) under two forms (that of origin and that of me- 
diate agency), as Paul in general is fond of varying his prepositions.” In 
614 * faith is conceived as the subjective condition of justification—the pres- 
ence of which is the necessary causa medians of the latter. Certainly the 
man, as soon as he believes, enters immediately into the state of justifica- 
tion ; but the preposition has (notwithstanding what Hofmann says) nothing 
to do with this relation, any more than 2g postpones the being righteous, as 
the result of action, wntil the very end of life, whereas it may be conceived 
at any moment of life, asa result for the time being. — Kai jpeic) begins a 
new sentence (see above). That which Paul had just laid before Peter as a 
point on which both were convinced,—ér: ob dixawoitar avdpuro¢e é& épywv 
véuov, éav py dua riot. "I. X.,—he now confirms by reminding him of the 
righteousness which they also had aimed at in having become believers 
(érioreboapev); So that Kat jueic, even we both, supplies the special applica- 
tion of the foregoing general avdpuroc. The order Xprordyv ’Incovy lays 
a greater stress on the Messianic character of the historical person who is the 
object of faith, than is the case in the usual order.*— érz é& Epywv vépov ob 
Sucaolosta. raca odpsé]® These words, 2% épywv véuov, take up again what 
had just been said with solemn emphasis, by means of the confirmatory 67, 
since indeed. Tlaca cape conveys the idea of ‘‘ all men” (comp. above, av3pu- 
roc), With the accompanying idea of moral weakness and sinfulness, on which 
is based both the need of justification, and also its impossibility by means of 
works in the sight of the justifying God.® Looking at the difference in the 
terms used and the absence of the usual formula of quotation, it is not to be 
assumed that Paul intended here to give a Scripture-proof (from Ps. exliii. 
2), as Wieseler and others think. An involuntary echo of the language 
may have occurred, while the idea was more precisely defined. The negation 
is here also not to be separated from the verb ; for it is not raca cdpf which 
is negatived, but dicacwSqoera: in reference to raca cdpé. Fritzsche’ aptly 
says : ‘‘non probabitur per praestitum legi obsequium quicquid est carnis,” 
‘‘ whatever is of the flesh will not be approved by means of the obedience 
rendered the law.” Lastly, the futwre denotes that which never will oceur. 
The reference to the judgment (Rom. v. 19), which is discovered here by 
Hofmann and the earlier expositors, is quite out of place.® 

Ver. 17. The 6é dialectically carries on the refutation of Peter ; but the 
protasis beginning with «i cannot have its apodosis in ebpéOnuev x. a. du. 3? on 


1 See on Rom. iii. 22, and Lipsius, Recht- ® Hofmann, who explains it, as if Paul 
Sertigungsl. p. 112. had written «¢ 8& é¢nrotmer (if we, when we 
2 See on Rom. iii. 30; 2 Cor. iii. 11; Eph. i. 7. became believers, sought, etc.) ducawOqvar 
3 Comp. iii. 26. év Xpior@, evpeOnuev «.7.A. (we thereby ex- 
4 Comp. ver. 4, iii. 26. hibit ourselves at the same time as sinners). 
5 Comp. Rom. iii. 20. According to Hofmann, the cipé@yuev is in- 
® Comp. on Acts ii. 17. tended to apply to both members of the 
7 Diss. IL. in 2 Cor. p. 26. sentence,—a forced, artificial view for 
® Comp. ver. 21. It is otherwise, v.5; which the context affords neither right nor 


2 Tim. ly. 8 reason. 
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the contrary, it runs on as far as duwaptwAo/, which is then followed by the 
interrogatory apodosis. Consequently : But if we (in order to show thee, 
from what has been just said, how opposed to Christ thy conduct was), 
although we sought to be justified in Christ, were found even on our part sinners. 
This protasis supposes that which must have been the case, if Peter’s Juda- 
izing conduct had been in the right ; namely, that the result would then 
have been that faith does not lead to, or does not suffice for, justification, 
but that it is requisite to combine with it the observance of the Jewish law. 
Tf faith does not render the ’Iovdaifey superfluous, as was naturally to be 
concluded from the course of conduct pursued by Peter, then this seeking 
after justification in Christ has shown itself so ineffectual, that the believer 
just stands on an equality with the Gentiles, because he has ceased to be a 
Jew and yet has not attained to righteousness in Christ : he is therefore 
now nothing else than an dyuaprwddc, just as the Gentile is. But if this be 
the case, the apodosis now asks, Is Christ, therefore, min“ster of sin (and not 
of righteousness) ?— seeing that our faith in Him, which seeks for right- 
eousness by Him, has the sad result that we have been found like the Gen- 
tiles ina state of sin. The answer to this question is, Far beit/ It isa 
result to be abhorred, that Christ, instead of bringing about the righteous- 
ness sought in Him, should be the promoter of sin. Consequently the state 
of things supposed in the protasis is an anti-Christian absurdity. — The 
subject of fyrovvrec and etpédyyev is, as before, Peter and Paul. — yrowvrec] 
emphatically prefixed, in reference to the preceding sentence of purpose, iva 
OikatoSGuev x.7.A. 3; So that this Cyteiv dixaw. is not in reality different 
from the mvorevew ei¢ Xpiot., but denotes the same thing as respects its ten- 
dency. ‘To the ¢yrovvtec then corresponds the ebpé9yzuev, which introduces 
an entirely different result: if we have been found, if it has turned out as a 
matter of fact, that, etc.1 As to ebpé9nuev we must, however, notice that— 
as in the apodosis apa Xpioréc «.t.4. we cannot without proceeding arbitra- 
rily supply anything but the simple égorw, and not dv jy (ili. 21)—the aorist 
requires the explanation : imwenti swmus, ‘‘ have been found,” * and therefore 
neither reperimur, ‘‘ are found,” nor inventi essemus, ‘‘ would be found,” nor 
should be found, ° nor were to be found.® Observe, moreover, that in etpéd., in con- 
trast to Gyrowvtec x.7.2., the accessory idea of something unexpected suggests 


1 Rom. vii. 10; 1 Cor. iv. 2, xv. 15; 2 Cor. 
tte, 

2 Vulgate, Beza, Calvin, and many others. 
So correctly also Lipsius in Hilgenfeld’s 
Zeitschr. 1861, p. 73 ff. He, however, im- 
proving on Holsten’s similar interpretation, 
thus explains the whole passage: “If we, 
being born Jews, have, by our seeking 
after the salvation in Christ, confessed our 
sinfulness (and consequently, at the same 
time, the impotence of the law to make us 
righteous), doesit thence follow that Christ, 
by inviting also us Jews to seek righteous- 
ness in Him and not in the law, has led us 
astray to a life in Gentile impurity?” But 


this inference does not stand in logical con- 
sistency with the protasis, and could not 
even suggest itself asa false conclusion ;: 
for auaptias is assumed to be taken ina 
different sense from déuaprwdAoi,—the latter 
in the sense of defectus justitiae, the former 
as vitiositas ethnica. Holsten also under- 
stands dyaprias as the unfettering of sin in 
the moral life (comp. v. 13 ; Rom. i. 6 f., e¢ 
al.),—an idea which is here foreign to the 
context. 

3 Erasmus, Castalio. 

4 de Wette and many others. 

5 Luther. 

® Schott. 


88 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 


itself.! —.év Xpior@] nothing else than what was previously put as é« miorews 
Xpiorod, but expressed according to the notion that in Christ, whose person 
and work form the object of faith, justification has its causal basis.? Its op- 
posite : év vdum, iii, 11, and the idia dixaroohyn, Rom. x. 8. — Kai airoi] et ipsi, 
also on our part, includes Peter and Paul in the class of duaprwAoi previously 
referred to in ver. 15. — dpa X. duapr. dvax.] is, at any rate, a question (Vul- 
gate, numquid), for with Paul 7 yévoro is always preceded by a question.* 
With this, however, either mode of writing, apa (Lachmann) or dpa (Tisch- 
endorf), may stand. Both express igitur, rebus sic se habentibus, ‘‘therefore, 
as matters stand,” but dpa (Luke xviii. 8; Acts viii. 30), although Paul 
does not elsewhere use it (but just as little does he use an interrogative apa’), 
is the livelier and stronger.® To take dpa for dp’ ot, nonne (Olshausen, 
Schott), is a purely arbitrary suggestion, which fails to apprehend the sub- 
tlety of the passage, the question in which (not dpa in itself, as held by 
Hartung) bears the trace of an ironical suspicion of doubtfulness.* Besides, 
apa is never really used for dp’ ov, although it sometimes seems so.” Riickert 
has mistaken the sense of the whole passage: ‘‘If we, although we seek 
grace with God through Christ, nevertheless continue to sin, etc., do ye 
think that Christ will then take pleasure in us, greater pleasure than in the 
Gentiles, and thus strengthen and further us in our sin?” Against this it 
may be urged, that Paul has not written eipicxdyeda ; that the comparison 
with the Gentiles implied in cai abroi would be unsuitable, for the sin here 
reproved would be hypocritical Judaizing ; and that ver. 18 would not, as is 
most arbitrarily assumed, give the reason for the y7 yévorro, but, passing over 
the py yévoirro and the apodosis, would carry us back to the protasis and 
prove this latter. The nearest to this erroneous interpretation is that of 
Beza and Wieseler, who (so also essentially Reithmayr) find expressed here 
the necessity of the union of sanctification with justification.* But the right 
sense of the passage, as given above, is found in substance, although with 
several modifications, and in some cases with an incorrect apprehension of 
the aorist ebpédnuev (see above), in Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 


Peter. 


1 Comp. on Matt. i. 20. 

22 Cor. v. 21; Acts xiii. 39; Rom. iii. 24. 

3 Rom. iii. 4, vi. 2; Gal. iii. 21, e¢ al. 

4 Which is assumed by Wieseler, Butt- 
mann, Hofmann. 

5 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 180; Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 39 f. 

®& Comp. Buttmann, ad Plat. Charmid. 14, 
ed. Heind. 

7 Herm. ad Viger. p. 823; Heind. ad Plat. 
Theaet. p. 476; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 216. 
See Kiihner, a@ Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 1. 

§ They take the essential sense to be: ‘‘If 
the man who is justified in Christ has sinned, 
Christ is not to blame for this; for (ver. 18) 
the man himself is to blame for the trans- 
gression, because he builds again the do- 
minion of sin which He had destroyed.’’ So 
Wieseler. This interpretation is utterly 
unsuitable, if ver. 15 ff. is still addressed to 


It may be urged also against it, 
that Paul, by using cvpé@yuev (instead of 
evpioxoueda), Would have written in a way 
both obscure and misleading ; further, that 
the relapse of the justified man into sin 
did not at all suggest or presume as prob- 
able the conclusion that Christ was to 
blame for it ; moreover, that the expression 
auaptias Suakovos must assert something of 
a far stronger and more positive character 
(namely, sin-producer) ; lastly, that ver. 18, 
taken in Wieseler’s sense, would, notwith- 
standing its carefully-chosen expressions, 
contain nothing more than an almost 
meaningless and self-evident thought, in 
which, moreover, the destruction of the 
dominion of sin, which has been accom- 
plished by Christ or by the justifying grace 
of God (Rom. viii. 3), would be attributed 


to men (katéAvoay, 
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Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Calovius, Estius, Wolf, 
Wetstein, and others ; also Semler, Koppe, Borger, Flatt, Winer, Usteri, 
Matthies, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, 
Matthias ; several of whom, however, such as the Greek Fathers, Luther, 
Calovius, Koppe, Usteri, Lachmann, taking the accentuation dpa, do not 
assume any question, which does not alter the essential sense, but does not 
correspond with the y7 yévorro which follows ; while Hilgenfeld unnecessa- 
rily supposes a breviloguence: ‘‘ then I ask, Is then Christ,” etc. ? — Xpiorde] 
‘‘in whom, yet, we seek to be justified,” Bengel. — dwapr. didx.| dyapr. 
emphatically prefixed, in contrast to the dscaw3jva : one, through whom sin 
receives service rendered, sin is upheld and promoted.! The opposite, dva- 
Kovoe Otkacoobvyc, 2 Cor. xi. 15. 

Ver. 18. Ground assigned for the pu yévorro : No ! Christ is not a minister 
of sin ; for—and such is the result, Peter, of the course of conduct cen- 
sured in thee —if Lagain build up that which [have pulled down, I show myse 7 
as transgressor ; so’ that Christ thus by no means appears, according to the 
state of the case supposed in ver. 17, as the promoter of sin, but the reproach 
—and that areproach of transgression — falls upon myself alone, as I exhibit 
myself by my own action. Remark the emphasis, energetically exposing 
the great personal guilt, which is laid jirst on rapaBdryv (in contrast to 
duapriac didkovoc), then on éuavrdy (in contrast to Xpioréc), and jointly on the 
juxtaposition of the two words. Inthe building up of that which had been pulled 
down Paul depicts the behavior of Peter, in so far as the latter previously, 
and even still in Antioch (ver. 12), had pronounced the Mosaic law not to 
be obligatory in respect of justification on the Christian who has his right- 
eousness in Christ and not in the law, and had thus pulled it down as a 
building thenceforth useless, but subsequently by his Judaizing behavior 
again represented the law as obligatory for righteousness, and thus, as it 
were, built up anew the house which had been pulled down.* Paul is fond 
of the figure of building and pulling down.? The /jirst person veils that, 
which had happened with Peter in conereto, ‘‘in the concrete,” under the 
milder form of a general proposition, the subject of which (= one, any one) 
is individualized by J.4—raira] with emphasis : this, not anything else or more 
complete in its place. —rapaBarnv] not sinner generally, as Wieseler, according 
to his interpretation of the whole passage, is forced to explain it (see on ver. 
17), but transgressor of the law (Rom. iv. 15, ii. 25) ; so that, in conformity 
with the significance of the figure used, vdyvov is obviously supplied from the 
context (vv. 16, 19),—and that as the Mosaic law, not as the véuog tij¢ riotews, 


1Luther’s gloss: ‘‘ Whoever desires to p. 283. 


become godly by means of works, acts just 3 See Rom. xy. 20; 1 Cor. viii. 1, x. 23; 
asif Christ by His ministry, office, preach- Eph. ii. 20 f. ; Rom. xiv. 20; 2 Cor. v. 1, e ai. 
ing, and sufferings, made us first of all sin- Comp. Talmud, Berach. 63. 1, in Wetstein: 
ners who must become godly through the “jam aedificasti, an destruis? jam sepem 
law ; thus is Christ denied, crucified again, fecisti, an perrumpes?”’ ‘ Art thou de- 


slandered, and sin is built up again, stroying who hast been building? wilt thou 
which had previously been done away by break through who hast made the hedge?” 
the preaching of faith.” 4 Comp. Rom, vii. 7. 

2 Comp. Holsten, 2. Huang. d. Paul. u. Petr. 
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the gospel.' But how fa does he, who reasserts the validity of that law 
which he had previously as respects justification declared invalid, present 
himself as a transgressor of the same? Notin so far as he proves that he had 
wrongly declared it invalid and abandoned it,? or as he has in the pulling down 
sinned against that which is to him right, as Hofmann interprets it,* but, as 
ver. 19 shows, because the law itself has brought about the freedom of the 
Christian from the law, in order that he may live to God ; consequently he 
that builds it up again acts in opposition to the law, and thus stands forth 
as transgressor, namely, of the law in its real sense, which cannot desire, but 
on the contrary rejects, the re-exchanging of the new righteousness for the 
old.4 The word is purposely chosen, and stands in a climactic relation to 
duaptwaoi (ver. 17),—the category which includes also the Gentiles without 
law. —ovviordve] I show. See Wetstein and Fritzsche, ad Rom. ill. 5; 
Munthe, Obss. p. 358 ; Loesner, p. 248. But Schott explains it as commendo, 
laudo, ‘‘I commend, I praise,”* making it convey an ironical reference to the 
Judaists, who had boasted of their Judaizing behavior. This idea is not in 
any way indicated ;° and the ironical reference must have rather pointed at 
Peter, who, however, had not made a boast of his Judaizing, but had con- 
sented to it in a timid and conniving fashion. Hence Bengel’s explanation 
is more subtle; ‘‘ Petrus voluit commendare se ver. 12 fin.; ejus commen- 
“dationis tristem Paulus fructum hic mimesi ostendit,” ‘‘Peter wished to 
commend himself, ver. 12, at the end ; Paul here by a mimesis shows the 
sad fruit of this commendation.” But according to the connection, as exbib- 
ited above, between ver. 18 and ver. 17, the idea of commendation is so en- 
tirely foreign to the passage, that, in fact, éuavrdv ovvictavw expresses essen- 
tially nothing more than the idea of etpédnuev in ver. 17; bringing into 
prominence, however, the se/f-presentation, the self-proof, which the person 
concerned practically furnishes in his own case : he establishes himself as a 
transgressor,. 

Ver. 19 f., containing the ‘‘ summa ac medulla Christianismi,” ‘sum and 
marrow of Christianity” (Bengel), furnishes the confirmation of ver. 18 ; for 


1 Koppe, Matthies. 

2 Ambrosius, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Vor- 
stius, Baumgarten, Zachariae, Rosenmiil- 
ler, Borger, Usteri, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, 
Ewald. 

3 The application to be made of the 
general proposition is said to be this: 
“Whosoever desires and seeks to be- 
come righteous in Christ would not do 
so, unless he recognized the matter in 
which he sinned as a breach of the law 
which he has again to make good, and that 
which he does to make it good is seélf- 
confession as a transgressor.”” This forced 
perversion should have been precluded by 
the very consideration that «aradvew in 
reference to the law cannot be understood 
in the sense of breaking it, like Avew 7d 
oaBBarov, John v. 18 (comp. vii. 26), but 
only in the sense of Matt. v. 17, according 


to which, of course, the building up again 
is no making good again. Comp. on katadvewv 
tovs vouous, Polyb. iii. 8. 2. 

4 Comp. Rom. iii. 31. Seethe fuller state- 
ment at ver. 19. Comp. Chrysostom and 
Theophylact (avrtés yap . . . 0 vouos.. . me 
adyynoe mpds Thy TioTW Kai Emecoev adervar 
avtov, ‘for the law itself led me to faith 
and persuaded me to break it’’). Bengel, 
moreover, well says: ‘“‘ Vocabulum horri- 
bile, legis studiosioribus,”’ “‘a horrible term 
to those more eager for the law.” 

5 2Cor. iii. 1, v. 12, x. 12. 

6 Schott should not have appealed to the 
form ouviatévw. Both forms have the same 
signification. Hesychius: cvvrotaveuy, émat- 
vetv, davepovv, BeBavody, mapatiévar. Only 
the form cvrvigravw is less frequent and later, 
Polyb. iv. 5, 6, xxviii. 17. 6, xxxii. 15. 8; 2 
Cor. iii. 1, v. 12. : 
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which purpose Paul makes use of his own experience! with sublime self-as- 
surance and in a way sufficient to shame Peter : Mor I for my own part, to 
give utterance here to the consciousness of my own experience, apart from 
the experience of others, am through the law dead to the law, in order to live to 
God. In this view the contrast to Xpioré¢ is not expressed already by this 
éyo (Hofmann); but only by the éyé of ver. 20. The point confirmatory of 
ver. 18 lies in dvd véuou ; for he, who through the law has passed out of the 
relation to the law which regulated his life, in order to stand in a higher re- 
lation, and yet reverts to his legally-framed life, acts against the law, rapa- 
Barnv égavrdv ovviotdver. The vduoc in both cases must be the Mosaic law, 
because otherwise the probative force and the whole point of the passage 
would be lost ; and because, if Paul had intended véyov to refer to the gos- 
pel,” he must have added some distinguishing definition.? The immediate 
context, that is, the Xpvoré cvveotatpoua x.t.A. which closely follows (and 
not ver. 16), supplies precise information how Paul intended the da véuov 
voum axéSavov to be understood. By the crucifixion the curse of the law was 
fulfilled in Christ (iii. 18); and so far Christ died through the law, which 
demanded, and in Christ’s death received, the accomplishment of its curse. 
In one, therefore, who is crucified with Christ, the curse of the law is like- 
wise fulfilled, so that in virtue of his ethical fellowship in the death of 
Jesus he knows himself to be dead did véuov,* and consequently at the same 
time dead to the law (comp. Rom. vii. 4); because, now that the law has 
accomplished in his case its rights, the boud of union which joined him to 
the law is broken ; for katypyASnuev ard rod vouov, arodavévrec év g Kareryoueda, 
‘““we have been delivered from the law, being dead to that wherein we 
were held,” Rom. vii. 6. So, in all essential points, Chrysostom® and 
others, Zachariae, Usteri (Schott wavers in his view, Riickert still more so).° 
This is the only interpretation which keeps closely to the context, and is 
therefore to be preferred to the views of others, who understand dca vduov to 
refer to the Messianic contents of the law and the prophets, by which Paul 
had been induced to abandon the law,’ and of others still, who find the zn- 
sufficiency of the law for salvation expressed.* Neither is there suggested in 


1 Not—as Olshausen and Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius hold, contrary to the context—desig- 
nating himself as representative of believers 
generally. 

2 Jerome, Ambrose, Erasmus, Luther, 
Vatablus, Zeger, Vorstius, Bengel, Michael- 
is, Koppe, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Borger, 
Vater. 

3 Rom. iii. 27, viii. 2, ix. 31; comp. 1 Cor. 
1x, 21. 

4 Not, therefore, as Hermann interprets, 
8a vouov dv KaréAvoa,* through the law re- 
jected by myself.” 

5 He indeed also specifies the interpreta- 
tion, by which véuov is understood of the 
gospel, as wellas the view, which takes vouov 
of the Mosaic law, but elucidates the rela- 
tion of da by Deut. xviii. 18. He neverthe- 


less evidently gives the preference to the 
interpretation given above. 

6 Comp. Lipsius, é.¢c. p. 81 f.; Weiss. bid. 
Theol. p. 363; Moller on de Wette, p. 50. 

7 Theodoret, Corn. 4 Lapide, Hammond, 
Grotius, and others ; also Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius. 

8 As Winer, ‘‘ lew legem sustulit ; ipsa lex, 
cum non posset mihi salutem impertire, mei 
me juris fecit atque a suo imperio libera- 
vit,” ‘“‘the law removed the law; the law 
itself, since it could not impart salvation to 
me, made me my own master, and freed 
me from its dominion.” Olshausen, Mat- 
thias, and likewise Hofmann, who under- 
stand it to refer to the knowledge acquir- 
ed through the law, that it was impossible 
to attain righteousness in the way of the 
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the context the reference to the pedagogic functions of the law, iii. 24, which 
is found by Beza,' Calvin, Wolf, and others ; also by Matthies, who, how- 
ever, understands dud as quite through.” De Wette thus explains the peda- 
gogic thought which he supposes to be intended: ‘‘ By my having thorough- 
ly lived in the law and experienced its character in my own case, I have 
become conscious of the need of a higher moral life, the life in the Spirit ; 
and through the regeneration of my inner man I have made my way from the 
former to the latter.” So, also, in all essential points, Wieseler, although the 
usus paedagogicus, ‘pedagogical use,” of the law does not produce regener- 
ation and thereby moral liberation from its yoke (which, however, dia véyov 
must affirm), but only awakens the longing after it (Rom. vii. 21. ff.), and 
prepares the ground for justification and sanctification. The inner deliver- 
ance from the the yoke of the law takes place da mvetuatoc (Vv. 18 ; Rom. 
viii. 2). A clear commentary on our passage is Rom. vil. 4-6. — iva O26 Cow] 
that I might live to God, that my life (brought about by that azédavov) might 
be dedicated to God, and should not therefore again serve the véuo0c¢,*°—which 
is the case with him who @ xarédvoe ratta rdAuv oiKodomei (ver. 18).* — Xpiord 
ovvectatpomac] Situation in which he finds himself through that da véyov 
vou aréSavov, and accompanying information how this event took place in 
him. Corresponding with this, afterwards in ver. 20, (6 . . . Xpuordc¢ con- 
tains information as to the way in which iva O26 Chow was realized in him. 
With Christ I am crucified, thus expressing the consciousness of moral fel- 
lowship, brought about by faith, in the atoning death of Christ,—a subjec- 
tive fellowship, in which the believer knows that the curse of the law is 
accomplished on himself because it is accomplished on Christ,* and at the 
same time that his pre-Christian ethical state of life, which was subject to 
the law, is put an end to (vouw® arédavov).* Observe also how in this very 
passage it is evident from the whole context, that civ in cvvectaip. and in 
the corresponding expressions’ denotes not the mere typical character ot 
Christ or the resemblance to Him (Baumgarten-Crusius), but the actual fel- 
lowship, which, as accomplished and existing in the consciousness of faith, 
is matter of real experience. On the perfect, which expresses the blessed 
feeling of the continuance of what had taken place, comp. vi. 14. Here it 
is the continuance of the liberation of the moral personal life from the law, 
which was begun by the crucifixion with Christ. 

Ver. 20. 26 08 obxéte éya, CH d& év éu0l Xpiotdc] The comma which is 


law,—which righteousness, therefore, could 
only be attained by means of faith ; comp. 
Hilgenfeld, Reithmayr, also Ewald, whose 
interpretation would seem to call for da 
TOV VOmoV. 

1“ Lex enim terrens conscientiam ad Chris- 
tum adducit, qui unus vere efficit, ut moria- 
mur legi, quoniam nos justificando tollit 
conscientiae terrores,”’ ‘‘ for the law by ter- 
rifying the conscience leads to Christ, who 
only effects it that we die to the law, since 
by justifying us He removes the terrors of 
conscience.” 


2“ Having passed quite through the law, 
I have it behind me, and am no longer 
bound to it.” 

3 Wa cee Sjow is therefore not (with Chry- 
sostom, Cajetanus, Calvin, and others) to 
be joined to Xpuoteé cuvectavpwuar; for it 
essentially belongs to the completeness of 
the thought introduced by yap. 

4 Comp., moreover, Rom. vi. 11. 

5 Comp. iii. 13 (Sta véuov amébavor). 

® Comp. Rom. vi. 6, vii. 4, and on Col. ii. 
20. 

7 Rom. vi. 8; Col. ii. 12, 20, e¢ al. 
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usually placed after (o dé is correctly expunged by Lachmann, Riickert, 
Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Tischendorf, Wieseler, Hofmann ; for, if fo. . . 
éyo were not to be conjoined, a4Ad must have stood before obxérv. The 
second 0é is our but indeed after a negative,’ and ¢@ and ¢% are on both occa- 
sions emphatically prefixed : alive however no longer am I, but alive indeed is 
Christ in me ; whereby the new relation of life is forcibly contrasted to the 
previously expressed relation of death (Xpiot ovveot.). After the crucifixion 
of Christ followed His new life ; he, therefore, who is crucified with Christ, 
thenceforth déves also with Him ; his whole pre-Christian moral personality is, 
in virtue of that fellowship of death, no longer in life (6 radatdc abrod dv8purroc 
ovvecravpoon, Rom. vi. 6), and Christ is the principle of life in him. This 
change is brought about by faith (see the sequel), inasmuch as in the 
believer, according to the representation here given of Paul’s own experi- 
ence, it is no longer the individual personality that is the agent of life,? but 
Christ, who is present in him (through the Spirit, Rom. viii. 9 f.; Eph. iii. 
16 f.), and works, determines, and rules everything in him, (6 dé ovkérz é4, 
Ch dé év guol Xpiorde : The mind of Christ is in him (1 Cor. ii. 16), the heart 
of Christ beats in him (Phil. i. 8), and Christ’s power is effectual in him. 
[See Note XLI., p. 98.] Thereby is the proof of the words iva O&¢ Chow 
rightly given.* — 6 dé viv 66 év capki x.r.A.] Explanation of what has just 
been said, (6... Xpuord¢ : but that which I now live in the flesh, I live in faith 
on, etc. This explanation is placed by dé in formal contradistinction to the 
preceding apparent paradox. The emphasis, however, lies on viv, now, 
namely, since the beginning of my Christian condition of life, so that a glance 
is thrown back to the time before the Xpioré cvvectatpwua, and viv corre- 
sponds with ovxérc. Nov is often understood * in contrast not with the pre- 
Christian life, but with the future life after death.° A reference of this 
kind is, however, entirely foreign to the context, does not harmonize with 
the emphasis which is laid on viv by its position, and is by no means re- 
quired by év capxi ; for this addition to ¢é is made by Paul simply with a 
view to indicate that after his conversion the material form of his life re- 
mained the same, although its ethical nature had become something entirely 
different. —év capxi] denotes life in the natural human phenomenal form of 
the body consisting of flesh. The context does not convey any reference to 
the ethical character of the capé (as sedes peccati, ‘‘the seat of sin’’).°— év 
riotet] not per fidem, ‘‘ by faith,” but, corresponding to év capxi, in faith ; 
so that faith—and indeed (comp. i. 16) the faith in the great sum and sub- 
stance of the revelation received, in the Son of God * — is the specific element 
in which my life moves and acts and is developed. It is prefixed emphat- 
ically, in contrast to the entirely different pre-Christian sphere of life, which 


1 Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 171. 

2 Mortuus est Sawus,” “Saul is dead,” 
Erasmus. 

3 See on Rom. vi. 10. 

4 As by Erasmus, Grotius (adhuc), Riickert, 
Usteri, Schott, following Augustine and 
Theodoret. 


5 Rather: after the rapovaia, ‘Sor ap- 
pearing of Christ.” 

6 Comp. Phil. i. 22; 2 Cor. x. 3. 

7 Chrysostom, Beza, and others. 

8 Notice the anarthrous ziore:, and then 
the article affixed to the more precise defini- 
tion. 
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was the rvéuoc. —r0v dyarhoavroc ye x.t.2.] points out the special historical 
fact of salvation, which is the subject-matter of the faith in the Son of God, 
giving impulse to this new life.’ Kai is explanatory, adding the practical 
oroof of the love. Observe also the yé and iép éuod (see on i. 4) as expres- 
sive of the conscious and assured jfiducia in the jides.?—Lastly, the construc- 
tion is such, that 6 is the accusative of the object to (6, and the whole runs 
on in connection : the life which I live, I live, etc.* The interpretation : 
quod vero attinet, quod, ‘‘ which, indeed, is of importance that,” etc. (Winer), 
is indeed grammatically admissible,‘ in so far as 6 is likewise retained as the 
accusative of the object ; but it needlessly injures the flow of the discourse. 
Ver. 21. Negative side, opposed to an antagonistic Judaism, of the 
life which Paul (from ver. 19) has described as his own. By this negative, 
with the grave reason assigned for it, ei ydp «.r.2., the perverse conduct of 
Peter is completely condemned. — I do not annul (as is done by again assert- 
ing the validity of the law) the grace of God (which has manifested itself 
through the atoning death of Christ). —aderd] as in iii. 15, Luke vii. 30, 
1 Cor. i. 19, 1 Tim. v. 12, Heb. x. 28: make of none effect ; see the sequel. 
It is here the annulling, practically involved in the Judaistic courses, of the 
grace of God in Christ, which is in fact rendered inoperative and cannot 
make righteous, if righteousness is furnished by the law. The rejection of 
grace (Vulgate and others, abjicio) which is involved in this, is a practical 
rejection.” As to avereiv generally, which does not occur until after Poly- 
bius, see Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. p. 12.—ei yap «.7.2.] justifies what has 
just been said, ovx aSeré. — dia véuov] through the law, namely, as the insti- 
tute which brings about justification by virtue of the works done in harmony 
with it.° This is emphatically prefixed, so that Xpuoré¢ corresponds in the 
apodosis. — dwpedv] not: without result (Erasmus, Paraphr., Piscator), a 
meaning which it never has either in classical authors (in whom it occurs in 
the sense of gratis only) or in the LXX., but: without reason, without cause.” 
Chrysostom justly says : reputri¢ 6 tov Xprorov Yavaroc, ‘‘ the death of Christ 
would be superfluous,” which was the very act of the grace which desired to 
justify men. This death would have taken place unnecessarily ; it would have 
been, as it were, an act of superfiuity,® if that which it was intended to 
effect were attainable by way of the Jaw. Erasmus aptly remarks, ‘ est 
autem ratiocinatio ab impossibili,” ‘‘it is, however, arguing from what is im- 


1 Comp. Rom. viii. 37 ; Eph. v. 2. 

2 Luther well says, ‘‘Hae voces: dilexit 
me, plenissimae sunt fidei, et qui hoc breve 
pronomen me illa fide dicere et sibi appli- 
care posset, qua Paulus, etiam futurus esset 
optimus disputator una cum Paulo contra 
legem,” “‘These words, ‘Loved me,’ are 
most full of security, and he who could ut- 
ter and apply to himself this short pronoun 
me in the faith wherein Paul did, would be 
the best disputant with Paul against the 
law.’ But this faith is not the fides formata 
(Catholics, including Bisping and Reith- 
mayr), although it is the sowrce of Christian 


love and Christian life. 

3 See Bernhardy, p. 106; Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. I. p. 393 f.; Dissen, a@ Dem. de cor. 
p. 302. 

4 See on Rom. vi. 10. 

5 So that » xapis ovKére yiverar xapis, Rom. 
xi. 6. 

6 Comp. on iii. 11. 

7 As 1 Sam. xix. 5, Ps. xxxiv. 8 (not Job i. 
9): comp. John xy. 25; Ecclus. xx. 21, xxix. 
6 f.; Ignat. Tradl. 10, Swpeav ody arobrvicKw, 
“J do not die in vain.” 

8 Comp. Holsten. 
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possible.” Observe the exclusive expression of the clause assigning the rea- 
son of ov« a¥erd, which allows of no half-and-half division of justification 
between law and grace, 


Note.—Paul is discreet enough to say nothing as to the impression which his 
speech made on Peter. Its candor, resolution, and striking force of argument 
would, however, be the less likely to miss their aim in the case of Peter, seeing 
that the latter was himself convinced of Christian freedom (Acts xv. 7 ff.), and 
had played the hypocrite in Antioch only by connivance from fear of men (ver. 13). 
But as, according to this view, an opposition of principle between the two 
apostles cannot be conceded (contrary to the view of Baur and his followers), 
we must abstain from assuming that this occurrence at Antioch had any lasting 
and far-reaching consequences ; for it simply had reference to a moral false step 
taken in opposition to Peter’s own better judgment, and the scandal arising 
therefrom. It was therefore so essentially of a personal nature, that, if known 
at all by Luke, it might well have remained unmentioned in Acts—considering 
the more comprehensive historical destination of that work—without suggest- 
ing any suspicion that the absence of mention arose from any intentional con- 
cealment (comp. on Acts xy.). Such a concealment is but one of the numberless 
dishonest artifices of which the author of Acts has been accused, ever since 
certain persons have thought that they recognized in our epistle ‘‘ the mutely 
eloquent accuser of the Book of Acts” (Schwegler), which is alleged to throw 
‘*a veil of concealment’’ over the occurrences at Jerusalem and Antioch (Baur, 
Paulus, I. p. 148, ed. 2). 


Notes By AMERICAN EDITOR. 


XXX. Ver. 1. médu avéBnv. 


Sieffert, while agreeing with Meyer as to the identification of this visit with 
that in Acts xv., shows that Meyer’s argument as to any discrepancy between 
this epistle and the account in Acts is based on the assumption that Paul is 
still occupied with the proof that he had not learned his gospel from the other 
apostles—a proof which was finished in ver. 24 of the preceding chapter. Here 
he cites two other incidents in his life, showing his equal standing as an apos- 
tle. Hence there was no need for any allusion to a second visit. Baur espe- 
cially uses this seeming discrepancy to assail the historical accuracy of the Book 
of Acts. Sanday well remarks: ‘ Discrepancies greater than any that appear 
here may be observed in the accounts of events separated from their record by 
but a small interval of time and attested by numerous witnesses . . . So 
shallow and slight is that house of cards which forms one of the most imposing 
structures of modern negative criticism.’ The full investigation of the sub- 
ject belongs to the exposition of Acts. 


XXXI. Ver. 1. xa? Titov. 


There should be no difficulty in regarding Titus as beionging to the ‘‘ cer- 
tain others” of Acts xv. He is mentioned here to the exclusion of the rest, in 


view of what follows in ver. 3. 
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XXXII. Ver. 2. kar’ idiav dé totic Joxovoer. 


Sieffert considers Meyer’s inference that the account requires the general dis- 
cussion to be first, incorrect. So also Lightfoot. 


XXXIII. Ver. 5. pevdaderdor. 


Sieffert substitutes along note beginning : ‘‘ The continuous agreement between 
Gal. ii. 3-5 and Acts xv. 1 sqq., which has been cited already at ver. 1 for the 
general identity of the journey of Paul to Jerusalem mentioned in both places, 
decides at once against the assumption of Meyer, that as the accountsin Gal. ii. 
and Acts xv. relate to different occurrences respecting the same journey of Pail, 
so the two passages, Gal. ii. 2 (dvebéunv avroic) 8-5 and Acts xv. 4, 12 report two 
distinct matters, both of which, nevertheless, could have occurred at the same 
visit of the apostle to Jerusalem. But there is just as little foundation for re- 
garding the account of Acts excluded by that of Paul, unless they are both, es- 
pecially that of Paul, misunderstood, and the distinction between their purpose 
ignored ; that of Paul being directed to the proof of his personal dignity, and that 
of Acts to the historical exhibition of the general ecclesiastical development. On 
the contrary, it is manifest that the account in Acts is in every respect adapted 
to complete the brief declarations of Paul. Thus while these declarations contain 
no indication as to whether Paul had only one or several conferences with the 
church, the account of the latter is furnished by Acts.” 


XXXIV. Ver. 8. ‘O yap évepyjoac. 


“By this is not meant the call to the apostolate (Fritzsche), or the mere 
equipment and making fit (Schott, Meyer, Wieseler), but the entire efficacious 
operation of God for the successful execution of the apostolic calling (ef. 
Winer, Usteri, de Wette, Hofmann), but it is not to be limited to the gift of 
the results (Baur). Sieffert. 


XXXYV. Ver. 10. trav rroyav. 


The “‘ poor’ are Christianized Jews, mainly in Palestine (cf. Rom. xy. 26, 27; 
1 Cor. xvi. 3), but not necessarily confined thereto. In going to the Gentiles, 
such Jewish converts from the diaspora as would be found destitute were to be 
cared for. Cf. Eadie. 


XXXVI. Ver. 10. Entire Verse. 


“The private conference of Paul with the pillars of the church here re- 
ported is not mentioned in Acts. It may be readily inferred that with this ac- 
count the words, Acts xv. 6, ovvnyfnoav de oi aréotodo Kai ol rpecBurepor idelv 
mepi Tov Adyov Tovrov are to be combined, as, e.g., Ebrard and Pfleiderer do in 
different ways. By including in the doxoivrec the elders present with Paul 
(Ebrard), or believing that they are not directly excluded by the wording 
(Pfleiderer), they find an account indicated of a private conference with the 
apostles and elders entirely corresponding to that in Acts. Ebrard, however, 
regards this as only a preliminary conference, and not until after the contro- 
versy had increased (ver. 7) does Peter enter the assembly, in which, according 
to ver. 12, rav 70 rAgGoc, and, according to ver. 22, 6A 7 éxxAnoia is present ; while 
Pfleiderer believes that the transactions according to Acts took place in only 
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anarrow circle, and only the result was erroneously represented as a formal 
resolution of the church. But the latter view is excluded by the fact that 
already in ver. 12 the church (mdv 76 +AjO0c) is regarded as present. Even the 
former view can scarcely be supported, as the silence of the entire body that 
follows the address of Peter is manifestly in opposition to the idea of the oc- 
currence of much controversy after the coming together of the apostles and 
elders, as in them the entire body is present and participates. All, therefore, 
that is related in Acts xy. 6-29 refers to the only congregational meeting con- 
ducted by apostles and elders, while that which is referred to Gal. ii. 3-5 
belongs to the public transactions. After this there remains in the report 
given in Acts no room for a private conference ; this must be referred to the 
time of the informal preliminary conference, Acts xv. 4, since, according to the 
representation of Paul, its temporal priority is not only possible, but even prob- 
able (cf. v. 2). Accordingly, if the private conference, Gal. ii. 6-10, is entirely 
passed by in Acts as outside of its historical purpose, then what is reported in 
Acts xv. cannot be excluded by the former ; for otherwise the chief antago- 
nisms between the two accounts would have respect to the relation and position 
of the apostolic pillars. But such is not the case. For not only the recogni- 
tion of Paul’s commission to the heathen by the original apostles, but also 
their essential doctrinal agreement with Paul in respect to various interests 
and offices are indicated by the public addresses and resolutions of Acts xv.”’ 
(Sieffert). 


XXXVII. Ver. 11. xata tpdcwrov aitw avréotgy k.T.A. 


Meyer’s objection to Bengel’s interpretation does not seem valid. What if 
the question be left unanswered as to the persons from whom the condemnation 
proceeded? The act carried with it its own condemnation. So Alford, 
Lightfoot, Sanday, Sieffert. Meyer is supported by Ellicott, Eadie, and Riddle 
in the American Lange. The argument that the condemnation must have been 
public, or a public rebuke would not have been given, does not meet the case, 
since the public offence required a public protest on the part of Paul. 


XXXVITI. Ver. 15. duaprwioi. 


duaptwAoi is used in preference to é6vy, not without a shade of irony, as better 
enforcing St. Paul’s argument (Lightfoot), 


XXXIX. Ver. 16. eidorec dé 671 k.7.A. 


According to Sieffert, ver. 16 forms a new sentence, and the édére¢ is a parti- 
cipial foundation to the «ai jueic. The knowledge, too, is not merely discur- 
sive, but that which is rooted in the sense of guilt and the consciousness of 
communion with Christ. 


XL. Ver. 16. ’Edv uy «.7.a. 


The obedientia activa must not be excluded from the meritorious cause of 
justification, as the remark of Meyer would imply. “‘ By his active obedience 
Christ most exactly fulfilled the divine law in our stead, in order that penitent 
sinners, applying to themselves, by true faith, this vicarious fulfilment of the 
law, might be accounted righteous before God the judge, Gal. iv. 4, 5; Matt. 
v.17; Rom. x. 4” (Hollaz). 


? 
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XLI. Ver. 20. r@ dé odkérte eyo. 


«« Wondrous words! I am so identified with Him, that His death is my death. 
When He was crucified, I was crucified with Him. Iam so much one with Him 
under law, and in suffering and death, that when He died to the law I died to 
the law’’ (Eadie). The application of this to the argument against Peter is 
well presented by Brenz: ‘‘ He who believes in Christ is incorporated with 
Christ by faith, and becomes His member. But to him who is a member of 
Christ’s body belong also all the blessings of Christ which He Himself has 
acquired by the cross and death. What then has he acquired? First, Christ, 
by His cross, broke down and removed the partition between Jews and Gentiles, 
and made of the two one people, i.e., by His own blood He so blotted out the 
law of Moses that there is in Christ no distinction between Jews and Gentiles. 
When, therefore, by faith I am incorporated with Christ, I am participant of 
this blessing, so that even though I do not live according to the political law 
of Moses, nevertheless I have been accepted by God for Christ’s sake. Secondly, 
Christ by His death and blood removed the handwriting which was against us, 
Col. 2. This handwriting is the conscience of sin, which is written in our 
heart by the law, manifesting sins and condemning us. When, then, I am 
incorporated with Christ by faith, I become participant of this blessing, that the 
handwriting of my conscience does not pertain at all to me, because it has 
been blotted out by the blood of Christ, nor has it any longer any authority or 
strength, because its seals have been removed by Christ’s cross, and its letters 
have been blotted out by Christ’s blood. This is verily to be crucified with 
Christ.”’ 
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CHAPTER III. 


Ver. 1. After éBdoxave Elz. (and Matth.) has r@ aAnbeia uw} relbecba, against 
decisive evidence. An explanatory addition from v. 7. — év iuiv] is wanting 
in ABC &, min., and several vss. and Fathers, and is omitted by Lachm. But 
not being required, and not understood, how easily might it be passed over ! 
There was no reason in the text for attaching it as a gloss, least of all to kar’ 
6¢4arpove mpoeyp. (as conjectured by Schott), for these words were in fact perfectly 
clear by themselves. Justly defended also by Reiche.—Ver. 8. évevAnynfgoovtat] 
Elz. gives evAoy., against decisive testimony [8 A B C D E}. In Acts iii. 25 also, 
évevdoy. is exchanged in several authorities for the usual simple form. — Ver, 10. 
According to decisive evidence [NX ABCD EF Gl], 67: is to be adopted (with 
Griesb., Lachm., Scholz, and Tisch.) before émv«atdparoc. -— Ver. 12. After avra 
Elz. has avépwroc, against decisive testimony. Addition from the LXX., 
Lev. xviii. 5; Rom. x. 5.— Ver. 13. Instead of yéyp. yép, read, on pre- 
ponderating testimony, with Lachm. and ‘Tisch., 6c yéypantac approved 
by Griesb. The former arose from ver. 10.— Ver. 17. After Qeov, Elz., 
Scholz, Reiche, have «i¢ Xpvotdv, in opposition to A B O &, min., several 
vss. and Fathers. Added as a gloss, in order, after ver. 16, to make it 
evident from ver. 24 what covenant is intended, although this is obvious 
from the context, and the addition was therefore by no means necessary (as 
maintained by Ewald and Wieseler). In the sequel, éry is (with Griesb., 
Lachm., Scholz, Tisch.) to be placed after the number, according to decisive 
evidence [NX ABC DE F G]. — Ver. 19. rpooeré6n] Griesb. and Scholz (follow- 
ing Mill and Bengel) read éré@7. Not sufficiently attested by D* F G and afew 
min., vss., and Fathers ; and the compound verb appeared to conflict with ver. 
15. — Instead of 6 éx#yyeAta, only L and many min., along with some Fathers, 
read 6 éxmyyy. A reading arising from the fact that ® was not understood. — 
Ver 21. tov Ocov] is wanting only in B, Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast. (bracketed by 
Lachm.), and is therefore so decisively attested that it cannot be regarded as 
an explanatory addition. The self-evident meaning and the previous reference 
without tov Oeow (see ver. 16 ff.) led to the omission. — Ver. 21. dv ék vduov Hv] 
Many variations. F G haye merely é« véuov ;} D*, Damase, éx vouov 7v; A BC, 
Cyr., éx vouov (B, év véuw) dv iv. In default of internal evidence, the latter is, , 
with Lachm., Tisch., Schott, to be preferred as the best attested (comp. &, é« 
vouov hv av). The omission of dv arose from the 7 following, just as easily as 
the omission of 7» from the following 7. The Recepta is to be considered as the 
restoration of the original dv in a wrong place. — Ver. 23. ovykexAecouéevor] A B 
D* FG 8, 31, Clem. (once) Cyr. Damasc. read ovykAeiopuévor. Recommended 
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm., Scholz, Schott [Tisch., 1872]. The Recepta, spe- 
cially defended by Reiche, is an ancient emendation of the not-understood pres- 


1 Which Buttmann in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1858, p. 488, considers as probably the original 
reading. 
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ent participle. — Ver. 28. ele gore év Xpiorg "Inoow] A has éore Xpiorov Iyoov ; and 
N, gore év XpiorG “I, But eic was very easily suppressed by the preceding iveic, 
and then év Xpior@ "Inoov was altered in accordance with the beginning of ver. 
29. The reading év instead of eic in F G and several vss., also Vulgate, It., 
and Fathers, is an interpretation. — Ver. 29. xa/] is wanting in ABCDE 8, 
89**, and a few vss. and many Fathers, and is expunged by Lachmann, Tisch., 
and Schott ; justly, because it was inserted for the purpose of connection. 


ConTENTs.—Paul now begins to unfold to his readers that righteousness 
comes not from the law, but from faith. With this view, after having ex- 
pressed censure and surprise, he refers in the first place to their own expe- 
rience, namely, to their reception of the Holy Spirit (vv. 1-5). He then 
passes on to Abraham, who had been justified by faith, and of whom beliey- 
ers were the sons who, in conformity with Scripture, were to enjoy with 
Abraham the blessing announced to him (vy. 6-9). For those that trust in 
works of the law are cursed, and by the law can no man be justified (vv. 
10-12). It is Christ who by His atoning death has freed us from the curse 
of the law, in order that this blessing should reach the Gentiles through 
Christ, and the promised Holy Spirit should be received through faith (vv. 
13, 14). But the covenant of promise concluded with Abraham, which 
moreover applied not merely to Abraham, but also to Christ, cannot be ab- 
rogated by the law which arose long after (vv. 15-18). This leads the apos- 
tle to the question as to the destination of the law, which he briefly answers 
in ver. 19 positively, and then in vv. 20-23 negatively, to the effect that the 
law is not opposed to the promises. Before the period of faith, the law had 
the office of a radaywydc¢ in reference to Christ ; but after the appearance of 
faith this relation came to an end, for faith brought believers to the sonship 
of God, because by baptism fellowship with Christ was established, and there- 
upon all distinctions apart from Christ vanished away (vv. 23-28). And 
this fellowship with Christ includes the being children of Abraham and 
heirs of the promises. 

Ver. 1. O irrational Galatians! With this address of severe censure Paul 
turns again to his readers, after the account of his meeting with Peter ; for 
his reprimand to the latter (ii. 15-21) had indeed so pithily and forcibly 
presented the intermixture of Judaism with faith as absurd, that the excited 
apostle, in re-addressing readers who had allowed themselves to be carried 
away to that same incongruous intermingling, could not have seized on 
any predicate more suitable or more naturally suggested. The more in- 
appropriate, therefore, is the idea of Jerome,’ who discovered in this 
expression a natural weakness of understanding peculiar to the nation. 
But the testimony borne on the other hand by Themist.? to the Galatian 
readiness to learn, and acuteness of understanding—the consciousness of 
which would make the reproach all the more keenly felt—is also? to be set 
aside as irrelevant.* — ric tude éBdoxave] tic conveys his astonishment at the 


1 Comp. also Erasmus, and Spanheim ad 3 Notwithstanding Hofmann. 
Callim. H. in Del. 184, p. 439. 4Comp. Luke xxiv. 25; Tit. ili. 3. 
2 Or. 23, in Wetstein, oni. 6. 


CHAP; 111.5 1. 101 


great ascendency which the perversion had succeeded in attaining, and by 
way of emphatic contrast the words ric iuac are placed together : Who hath 
bewitched you, before whose eyes, etc. ?'— Bacxaive (from Bafa, to speak) 
means here to cast a spell upon (mala lingua nocere, Virg. Hel. vii. 28), to bewitch 
by words, to enchant?—a strong mode of describing the perversion, quite in keep- 
ing with the indignant feeling which could hardly conceive it possible.’ 
Hence the word is not to be explained, with Chrysostom and his followers: who 
has envied you, that is, your previous happy condition ?—although this signifi- 
cation is of very frequent occurrence, usually indeed with the dative,* but also 
with the accusative. — vic kav’ o¢9-aAmod¢ Ino. Xp. tpoeypagn év buiv éoravpopévoc | 
This fact, which ought to have guarded the Galatians from being led away 
to a Judaism opposed to the doctrine of atonement, and which makes their 
apostasy the more culpable, justifies the question of surprise, of which the 
words themselves form part ; hence the mark of interrogation is to be placed 
after éoravp. — kar’ d¢0adpuobc] before the eyes. See examples in Wetstein.°— 
mposypaen| is explained by most expositors, either as antea, ‘‘ previously,” 
depictus est, ‘‘ portrayed,” ’ or palam, depictus est, ‘‘ openly portrayed,” * with 
which Hofmann compares the brazen serpent in the wilderness, and Caspari°® 
even mixes up a stigmatization with the marks of Christ’s wounds, which 
Paul, according to vi. 17, is supposed to have borne on his own body. But 
these interpretations are opposed not only by the words év tuiv (see below), 
but also by the wsusloguendi. For, however frequent may be the occurrence 
of ypdgev in the sense of to paint, this signification can by no means be 
proved as to mpoypddew.” The Greek expression for showing how to paint, 
tracing out, in the sense of a picture given to copy, is troypdgewv. Following 
Elsner and others, Morus, Flatt, and Schott understand it as palam scriptus 
est, ‘‘ was openly described :”" ‘‘ita Christus vobis est ob oculos palam de- 
scriptus, guasi in tabula vobis praescriptus,” ‘‘ Christ was so openly described to 
you, as though set before you on a panel,” Morus, Thisis inconsistent with év iuiv, 
for these words cannot be joined with écravpwuévoc (see below) ; and Schott’s 
interpretation : in animis vestris, ‘‘in your minds”—so that what was said 
figuratively by ol¢ . . . mpoeyp. is now more exactly defined sermone proprio, 
‘Cin the strict sense,” by év tuiy — makes the év tiv appear simply as some- 
thing quite foreign and unsuitable in the connection, by which the figure is 


1’Comp. v. 7. 

2 Bos, Huercitatt. p. 173 f., and Wetstein. 

3 Comp. fackavia, fascinatio, sorcery, 
Plat. Phaed. p. 95 B; Baoxavos, Plut. Symp. 
v.73 aBaoxartos, unenchanted. 

4 Ktihner, II. p. 247; Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 462; Piers. ad Herodian. p. 470 f. 

5In Keclus. xiv. 6, Herodian. ii. 4. 11. 

® Comp. kar’ dupara, Soph. Ant. 756, and 
on ii. 11. 

7 Chrysostom, Luther, Erasmus, Castalio, 
Beza, Cornelius 4 Lapide, and others ; also 
Hilgenfeld, Reithmayr. 

8 Most modern expositors, following Cal- 
vin; including Winer, Paulus, Rickert, 
Usteri, Matthies, Olshausen, Baumgarten- 


Crusius, de Wette, Reiche, Ewald, Wieseler, 
Hofmann, Holsten. 

® In the Strassb. Beitr. 1854, p. 211 f. 

10 Not even in Arist. Av. 450. See Rettig 
in Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 97. 

111 Mace. x. 36; Lucian, Zim. 51; Plut. 
Mor. p. 408 D, Demetr. 46, Camill. 11 e¢ a. 
On this meaning is based the interpretation 
of Ambrose, Augustine, and Lyra, ‘‘ He 
was proscribed, that is, condemned,”’ which 
is indeed admissible so faras usage goes 
(Roly pe xxxtieel 125 xxii ee, | les SP luts 
Brut. 2%), but quite unsuitable to the 
context. Comp. Vulgate: proscriptus est, 
instead of which, however, Lachmann has 
praescriptus est. 
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marred. [See Note XLIL., p. 159.] Inthe two other passages where Paul uses 
mpoypagew (Rom. xv. 4; Eph. iii. 3) it means to write beforehand, so that xpd 
has a temporal and not a local signification ;1 nor is the meaning different in 
Jude 4 (see Huther). And go it is to be faieen here.? Paul represents his 
previous preaching of Christ as crucified to the Galatians figuratively as a 
writing, which he had previously written (xpoeypadn) in their hearts (év ipiv).* 
In this view «ar’ d@0aApuobc is that trait of the figure, by which the personal 
oral instruction is characterized : Paul formerly wrote Christ before their eyes 
in their hearts, when he stood before them and preached the word of the cross, 
which through his preaching impressed itself on their hearts. By his vivid illus- 
tration he recalls the fact to his readers, who had just been so misled by a 
preaching altogether different (i. 6). With no greater boldness than in 
2 Cor. iii. 2 f., he has moulded the figure according to the circumstances of the 
case, as he is wont to do in figurative language ;* but this does not warrant a 
pressing uf the figure to prove traits physically imcompatible.° Jerome and 
others® have indeed correctly kept to the meaning olim scribere, ‘‘ of writing 
formerly,” 7 but have quite inappropriately referred it to the prophecies of the 
O. T. : ‘‘ quibus ante oculos praedictio fuit Christi in crucem sublati,” ‘‘ be- 
fore whose eyes there has been a prediction of Christ raised upon the cross,” 
Hermann. Apart from the circumstance that the precise mode of death by 
crucifixion is not mentioned in the prophetical utterances, this would consti- 
tute a ground for surprise on the part of the apostle of a nature much too 
general, not founded on the personal relation of Paul to his readers, and 
therefore by no means adequate as a motive; and, in fact, vv. 2-4 carry 
back their memory to the time, when Paul was at work among them. — év iyiv] 
is not, with Grotius, Usteri, and others, to be set aside as a Hebrew pleonasm 
(033 WR), but is to be understood as in animis vestris, ‘‘in your minds,” ® 
and belongs to rpoeypddn ; in which case, however, the latter cannot mean 
either palam pictus, ‘‘openly portrayed,” or palam scriptus est, ‘* openly 
written,” because then év duiv would involve a contradictio in adjecto, ‘‘ con- 
tradiction in what is added,” and would not be a fitting epexegesis of oic,° 
for the depicting and the placarding cannot take place otherwise than on some- 
thing external. To take éy jiv as among you and connect it with zpoeyp., would 
rae not a strengthening of oic (as de Wette holds), but an empty addition, 
from which Reiche and Wieseler also obtain nothing more than a pur port 
obvious of itself." On the other hand, Hofmann hits upon the expedient of 


1 Comp. Ptol. viii. 25. 15, and see Hermann 
on our passage. 

2So taken correctly also by Matthias, 
who, however, explains the expression 
from the idea of an amulet used against the 
enchantment. But this idea would presup- 
pose some secret writing, the very opposite 
of which is conveyed by the expression. 

3. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 2f. 

4 Comp. iv. 19. 

5 An objection urged by Reiche. 

® Also Hermann, Bretschneider, and Ret- 
tig, Z.c. p. 98 ff. 


7 Rettig, however, remarking undecid 
edly, that it may also mean palam scribere, 
““to write openly.” 

§ Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 2; Soph. Phil. 1309: 
ypahou hpevav éow; Aesch. Pron. 791, Suppl. 
991, Choeph. 450. 

® Winer, comp. Schott. 

10 Reiche, ‘‘id factum esse a se, gentium 
apostolo, inter cos praesente,’ ‘ that it was 
done by himself, the apostle of the Gen- 
tiles, while present with them’ (not, it 
might be, alio loco or per homines sublestae 
Jide, not clanculum, but cunctis, publico 
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dividing the words oi¢ . . . éoraup. into two independent sentences : (1) Before 
whose eyes is Jesus Christ ; (2) as the Orucified One, He has been freely and pub- 
licly delineated among you. But, apart from the linguistically incorrect view 
of xposypadn, this dismemberment would give to the language of the passage 
a violently abrupt form, which is the more intolerable, as Paul does not 
dwell further on the asyndetically introduced rpoeyp. év iyiv éoravp. or 
Jtojoin to it any more particular statement, but, on the contrary, in ver. 2 
brings forward asyndetically a new thought. Instead of introducing it ab- 
ruptly in a way so liable to misapprehension, he would have subjoined 
mpoeypady —if it was not intended to belong to oic —in some simple form 
by yap or orc or b¢ or écye. Without any impropriety, he might, on the other 
hand, figuratively represent that he who preaches Christ to others writes 
(not placards or depicts) Christ before their eyes in their hearts. Most ex- 
positors connect év juiv with éoravp., and explain either as propter vos (Koppe), 
contrary to the use of éy with persons (see oni. 24) ; or, unsuitably to the figu- 
rative idea kar’ d¢9adpode K.7.2., im animis vestris, ‘your minds ;”! or (as 
usually) inter vos, ‘among you :” ‘‘so clearly, so evidently. . . just as if 
crucified among you,” Riickert. But the latter must have been expressed 
by d¢ év buiv éoravp., and would also presuppose that the apostle’s preaching 
of the cross had embodied a vivid and detailed description of the crucifixion 
It was not this, however, but the fact itse/f (as the iAaorApiov), which formed 
the sum and substance of the preaching of the cross ; as is certain from the 
apostle’s letters. Lastly, Luther’s peculiar interpretation, justly rejected by 
Calovius, but nevertheless again adopted in substance by Matthias,—that 
év buiv éoravp. is a severe censure, ‘‘ quod Christus, ‘ that Christ’ (namely, after 
the rejection of grace) non vivit, sed mortuus in eis est, ‘does not live, but has 
died in them’ (Ieb. vi. 6),” which Paul had laid before them argumentis 
praedictis, ‘‘in the arguments before mentioned”—is as far-fetched, as alien 
from the usual Pauline mode of expression, and as unsuitable to the con- 
text as the view of Cajetanus, that, according to the idea ‘‘ Christ suffers 
in His members” (Col. i. 24), év tu. éoravp. is equivalent to for the sake of 
whom ye have suffered so much. —éotavp.| as the Crucified One, is with great 
emphasis moved on to the end.’ 

Ver. 2. The foolishness of their error is now disclosed to them, by remind- 
ing them of their reception of the Holy Spirit. ‘‘ See how effectually he 
treats the topic from experience,” Luther, 1519. — rovr0 pdvov 3é2w padeiv ag’ 


ecorum conventu, etc., “in another place,” 
or, “by men of trifling faith,’ not ‘‘se- 
cretly,” but ‘‘before all, in their public 
assembly,” etc. Wieseler: ‘‘not merely 
From a distance by means of an Epistle.” 

1 To this category belongs Bengel’s mys- 
tical interpretation, ‘forma ecrucis ejus in 
corde vestro per fidem expressa, ut jam 
vos etiam cum illo crucefigeremini,” ‘‘ the 
form of his cross is by faith impressed upon 
your heart, that now you might also be cru- 
cified with Him.”’ Thus the expression would 
signify the killing of the old man which had 


taken place through ethical fellowship in the 
death of Christ, to which év vm. éoravp. is re- 
ferred by Storralso. A similar view is taken 
by Jatho, Br. an d. Gal. p. 24: that év dpivis 
proleptic, ‘‘so that He, as the atoning One, 
came into and abode in you;” comp. 
Ewald, ‘‘to paint clearly before the eyes 
that Christ is now really crucified in them, 
and, since they have Him in them, He has 
not been crucified for them in vain ;’’ also 
Windischmann. 
2 Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 2, i, 23. 
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ipov] This only—not to speak of other self-confessions, which I might 
demand of you for your refutation—this only I wish to become aware of from 
you. Bengel pertinently remarks : ‘‘pdévov, grave argumentum.” To take 
uadeiv (with Luther, Bengel, Paulus) in the narrower sense to learn—the 
apostle thus representing himself ironically as a scholar—is justified neither 
by the tone of the context nor by the tenor of the question, which in fact 
concerns not a doctrine, but simply a piece of information ; pavddave is well 
known in the sense of to come to know, cognoscere.' rovto BobAowa paveiv. 
— a¢’ iuov] is not used instead of rap’ tuév (Rickert) ; for azé also may 
denote a direct yateiv.2 And this is what Paul means, for he conceives 
himself speaking with his readers as if they were present. — é& épywv vouov 
«.t.4.] Was it your fulfilment of works which the law prescribes,’ or was 
it the preaching to you of faith (that is, faith in Christ), which caused your 
reception of the Spirit ? The xvevua is the Holy Spirit (the personal divine 
principle of the whole Christian nature and life), and the Holy Spirit 
viewed generally according to His very various modes of operation, by 
which He makes Himself known in different individuals ; not merely in 
relation to the miraculous gifts, 1 Cor. xii.-xiv.;* for Paul reminds the 
whole body of his readers of their reception of the Spirit, and it is not till 
ver. 5 that the duvduec are specially brought forward as a specific form of 
the operations of the Spirit.°—The 7 which follows means : or, on the other 
hand ; ‘‘ duo directe opposita,” Bengel. The axoy riotewc is explained either 
as the hearing of faith,® or as that which is heard, 1.¢., the report, the message 
of faith, which treats of faith. daxo7 admitsof either meaning." But ricrewe 
is decisive in favor of the latter, for it is never the ‘‘ doctrina fidei,” ‘‘ doc- 
trine of faith” (see on i. 23), but always the subjective faith, which; how- 
ever, as here, may be regarded objectively ; and hence also adherents of 
the second interpretation,® are wrong in taking ziori as system of doctrine. 
Moreover, dxo7, in the sense of preaching (discourse heard), but not in 
the sense of auditio, ‘‘hearing,” is familiar in the N. T. ;° hence Hol- 
sten incorrectly takes miotewe as the genitive of the subject to dxojc, so 
that the zioric is the dkotovoa,—a view opposed also by Rom. x. 17. 
But Hofmann also is incorrect in holding that it should be construed éx 
niotewe axoye (faith in news announced) ; against which the antithesis é 
épywv véuov is decisive. Through the news concerning faith, which was 
preached to them, the readers had become believers (Rom. x. 17 ; Heb. iv. 
2), and consequently partakers of the Holy Spirit. Lastly, Flatt and 


1See Acts xxiii. 27; Ex. ii. 4; 2 Mace. vii. 7¥For the former, comp. Plat. Theaet. 


2; 3 Macc. i.1; Xen. Cyr. vi. 1. 31; Hell. ii. 
1.1; Aesch. Agam. 615. Comp. Soph. Qed. 
Col. 505. 

2 Comp. especially Col. i. 7; see on 1 Cor. 
x23, 

3 Comp. on ii. 16. 

4 Chrysostom, Theophylact, Jerome. 

5 Comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 27 f. 


® Reception of the gospel preached : Vul- 


gate, Beza, Bengel, Morus, Riickert, Usteri, 
Schott, Matthias, Reithmayr, and others. 


p. 1:2 D; Plut. Mor. p. 41 E; Soph. Zi. 30; 
LXX. 1 Sam. xv. 22: and for the latter, 
comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 274 C ; Dem. 1097.3; 
LXX. Isa. lili. 1; John xii.88; 1 Thess. ii. 
13; Rom. x. 17; Heb. iv. 2; Ecclus. xli. 28. 

8 As Calvin, Grotius, Zachariae, Rosen- 
miller, and others. 

* So even in Rom. x. 16, John xii. 38, pas- 
sages which Matthias seeks to explain dif- 
ferently. 
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Matthies, following a few ancient expositors, have quite arbitrarily and, 
although not without linguistic precédent in the LXX. (1 Sam. xv. 22), 
without any countenance from the N. T., understood axof¢ as equivalent to 
braxone (Rom. i. 5, xvi. 26; 1 Pet. i. 22). The acceptance of the dxoy riorewe 
which took place on the part of the readers was understood by them as a 
matter of course, since from this axo/ proceeded the reception of the Spirit. 
They were in fact called through the gospel. 

Ver. 3. Are ye to such a degree irrational ?—pointing to what follows. The 
interrogative view (in opposition to Hofmann) is in keeping with the fervor 
of the language, and is logically justified by the indication of the high degree 
implied in otrw¢.’— évapEduevoe rvebuari, viv capkt émcredeiobe ;]| After ye have 
begun by means of the Spirit, are ye now brought to completion by means of the 
jlesh? The second part of the sentence is tronical: ‘‘ After ye have made a 
beginning in the Christian life by your receiving the Holy Spirit (ver. 2), 
are ye now to be made perfect by your becoming persons whose life is sub- 
ject to the government of the capé? Do ye lend yourselves to such comple- 
tion as this ?” In the same measure in which the readers went back to the 
legal standpoint and departed from the life of faith, must they again be 
emptied of the Holy Spirit which they had received, and consequently be re- 
converted from rvevyarixoi into capxixot (Rom, vii. 5, 14), that is, men who, 
loosed from the influence of the Holy Spirit, are again under the dominion 
of the odpé which impels to sin (Rom. vii. 14 ff., viii. 7 f., e¢ al.). For the 
law cannot overcome the odp& (Rom. viii. 8, 4 ; 1 Cor. xv. 56). According to 
this view, therefore, rvetua and caps? designate, not Christianity and Judaism 
themselves, but the specific agencies of life in Christianity and Judaism (Rom. 
vii. 5, 6), expressed, indeed, without the article in qualitative contrast as 
Spirit and flesh, but in the obvious concrete application meaning nothing else 
than the Holy Spirit and the unspiritual, corporeal and psychical nature of 
man, which draws him into opposition to God and inclination to sin (sec, 
é.g., Rom. iv. 1; John ili. 6). — évapEdpevor] What it is which they have begun, 
is obvious from rveiya éAdPere in ver. 2, namely, the state into which they 
entered through the reception of the Spirit—the Christian life.* This re- 
ception is ‘‘ the indisputable sign of the existence and working of true Chris- 
tianity,” Ewald. — ércredeiobe| is understood by most modern expositors * as 
middle ;° although Koppe (with whom Riickert agrees) entirely obliterates 
the literal sense by the assumption, that it is put so only for the sake of the 


1 On ovtws, comp. Soph. Ant. 220, ovK« ear 
ovTw wapos, ‘isnot so foolish :” John iii. 16; 
Gal. i. 6; Heb. xii. 21; and see Voigtlander, 
ad Luc. D. M. p. 220; Jacob, ad Luc, Alex. 
p. 28. 

2 Following Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
and many ancient expositors. Rickert, 
Usteri, and Schott believe that capxc is 
chosen with special reference to circumci- 
sion (Eph. ii. 11). But the context by no 
means treats specially of circumcision, and 
the contrast of itself necessarily involved 
capki, 


3 Bos, Wolf, and others, as also Schott, 
assume the figurative idea of a race in the 
stadium. But this reference would require 
to be suggested by the context (as in v. 7); 
for although émredActobar is used of the com- 
pletion of a race, as of every kind of com- 
pletion (Herodian. viii. 8. 5, iii. 8. 17 f., 
iv. 2. 7), it has not this special meaning of 
itself, but acquires it from the context. 

4 Including Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wet- 
te, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann. 

5 Comp. Luther, Castalio, and Others. 
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contrast and denotes ‘‘tantwm id, quod nune inter Gal. fieri solebat, contra- 
rium pristinae eorum sapientiae,” ‘ only that which was now generally oc- 
curring among the Galatians contrary to their former wisdom,” etc. Winer 
explains more definitely : ‘‘carne finire, h. e. ita ad rv cdpxa se applicare, 
ut in his studiis capxcxoic plane acquiescas,” ‘‘to finish in the flesh, 7.¢., so 
to apply oneself to the flesh as to entirely acquiesce in these fleshly pursuits ;” 
and Wieseler : ‘‘instead of your advancing onward to the goal, ye make the 
most shameful retrogression.”! But émreAciv and émiteAcioba always denote 
ending in the sense of completion, of accomplishing and bringing fully to 
a conclusion (consummare).? If, therefore, the word is taken as middle, it 
must be explained : ‘‘ After ye have begun (your Christian life) with the Spirit, 
do ye now bring (that which ye have begun) to completion with the flesh ?” * 
But the active to complete is always in the N. T. represented by éuredeiv, not 
by émcredeioba: in the middle (comp., on the contrary, 1 Pet. v. 9), however 
undoubted is the occurrence of the medial use among Greek authors.* 
Moreover, the rocatra éxdOere eixy which follows (see on ver. 4) makes the 
subject of énuredeiofe appear as suffering, and thereby indicates the word to 
be passive, as, following the Vulgate (conswmmamini), Chrysostom, and Theo- 
phylact, many of the older expositors have understood it,°—viz., so that the 
Judaistic operations, which the readers had experience of and allowed to be 
practised on themselves, are expressed by antiphrasis, and doubtless in refer- 
ence to their own opinion and that of their teachers, as their Christian com- 
pletion (réAecot roveiobe !).° But how cutting and putting to shame this irony 
is, is felt at once from the contradictory juxtaposition of carne perficimini, 
‘ye are made perfect in the flesh !” Nearest to our view (without, how- 
ever, bringing forward the ironical character of the words) comes that of 
Beza, who says that perficimini applies to the teaching of the pseudo-apostles, 
who ascribed ‘‘ Christo tantwm initia, legi perfectionem justitiae,” ‘to Christ 
only the beginning, and to the law the perfection of righteousness.” 7 
The present denotes that the Galatians were just occupied in this éxiteAciofa. 
Comp. i. 6. The emphatic viv (‘‘nune, cum magis magisque deberetis 
spirituales fieri relicta carne,” ‘‘ now, when the flesh being left, ye should 
have become more and more spiritual,” Bengel) should have prevented it 
from being taken as the Attic future (Studer, Usteri). 

Ver. 4, After Paul, by the viv capxi ércreAsiobe, has reminded his readers 
of all that they had most foolishly submitted to at the hands of the false 
apostles, in order to be made, according to their own and their teachers’ 
fancy, finished Christians, he now discloses to them the uselessness of it in 
the exclamation (not interrogation), ‘‘ So much have ye suffered without profit !” 
What he means by rocaira éxdfere, is therefore everything with which the 


1 Comp. Hofmann. 4Plat. Phil. p. 27C; Xen. Mem. iv. 8.8; 


2See especially Phil. i. 6, 0 évapédpevos 
. emetehéoer ; 1 Sam. iii. 12, dpEouar Kai 
émutedeow ; Zech. iv. 9; Luke xiii. 32 ; Rom. 
Xv. 28; 2 Cor. vii. 1, viii. 6, 11; Heb. viii. 5, 
ix. 6. Comp. Thucyd. iy. 90. 4, 60a jv vno- 
Aoura émitehéoar: Xen. Anabd. iy. 3. 13. 
3’ Comp. Holsten. 


Polyb. i. 40. 16, ii. 58. 10, v. 108. 9. 

5 Some of them indeed translating it pas- 
sively, but in the interpretation (comp. 
Erasmus, Calvin, and others, also Bengel) 
not strictly maintaining the passive sense. 

® Comp. also Matthias, VOmel, Reithmayr. 

7 Comp. Semler. 
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false apostles in their Judaistic zeal had molested and burdened the 
Galatians,—the many exactions, in name of compliance with the law, which 
these had necessarily to undergo at the hands of their new teachers.’ Bengel 
refers it to the patient endurance of the apostle’s ministry, produced through 
the Holy Spirit ; but this view is not at all suggested by the context, and 
would not correspond to the sense of réoyewv (but rather of dvéyecbar). All 
the expositors before Schomer (in Wolf) and Homberg,? understand it 
(following Chrysostom and Augustine) of the sufferings and persecutions on 
account of Christianity ; so that Paul asks, ‘‘ Have ye suffered so much in 
vain ? Seeing, namely, that ye have fallen away from the faith and hence 
cannot attain to the glory which tribulation brings in its train” (2 Cor. iv. 
17 ; Rom. vii. 17). But, apart from the fact that no extraordinary suffer- 
ings on the part of the Galatians are either touched upon in the epistle (iv. 
29 is quite general in its character) or known to us otherwise, this interpre- 
tation is completely foreign to the connection. After Schomer and Hom- 
berg, others * explain it : ‘‘ So many benefits (by means of the Spirit) have ye ex- 
perienced in vain?” + Certainly racyw, something befalls me, is a vox media, 
‘“colorless word” (hence Matthies even wishes to understand it of the 
agreeable and disagreeable together), which, according to the well-known 
Greek usage, as the passive side of the idea of roeiv, may be employed also 
of happy experiences ;° but, as the latter use of the word always occurs 
with a qualitative addition either expressed (ed, yapw, teprvdv, ayaa, 
ovgocua, or the like) or indicated beyond doubt by the immediate context, ° 
it is not to be found at all in the whole of the New Test., the LXX., 
or the Apocrypha (not even Esth. ix. 29). Thus the interpretation, 
even if rocavra could convey any such qualitative definition of the text, is 
without precedent in the usage of Scripture. Paul in particular, often as 
he speaks about the experiences of divine grace, never uses for this purpose 
nxaoyewv, Which with him always denotes the experience of suffering. He 
would have written, as the correlative of the bestowal of grace, éAdere or 
édéEacbe (2 Cor. vi. 1). Ewald’s suggestion of powerful and vehement move- 
ments of the Spirit is forced, and unwarranted by the text. The very word 
tooavra points to the suffering of evil, just as roAAd, wdda roAAG rabeiv, with- 
out «axa or the like, is frequently so used in Greek authors. — elye ai cixy] 
A hint that the case might be still worse than was expressed in eixy : if 
indeed it is only in vain (and not even to the positive jeopardy of your Mes- 
sianic salvation) that ye have suffered.’"| Chrysostom and his followers dis- 
cover a mitigation and encouragement to improvement in the words « yap 


HOOMpPr 1.6. 4-, lV. 10) V.12,16,.Vi. 12,11. 4° 
2 Cor. xi. 20. 

2 As also Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Sem- 
ler, Michaelis, Morus, Rickert, Olshausen, 
Reithmayr, and others. 

% Including Schoettgen, Raphel, Kypke, 
Zachariae, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Borger, 
Flatt, Winer, Usteri, Schott, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, 
Hofmann, Matthias, Sieffert. 

4So also Fritzsche, Diss. I. in 2 Cor. p. 54, 


and Holsten. 

5 Xen. Anabd. v. 5.9: ayadov pév te macxewy, 
kaxoy dé wndev, 

® As Joseph. Antt. iii. 15.1: d0a maOdvtes 
é& avrov Kat myAikwy evepyeat@y weTadraBorTes, 

7 On xai, compare Hartung, Partikell. I. 
p. 136; Baeuml. Partik. p. 150. So, in sub- 
stance, Beza, Grotius, Wolf, Semler, Kypke, 
Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Paulus, Matthies, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette,. 
Ewald, Wieseler, Matthias, and others. 
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Bovanbeinré dyow avavirpa Kai avaxthoacbar éavrode, ob« ein, ‘‘if you would be 
willing to be recovered and restored, it would not be in vain,” Chrysostom, 
as also Ambrose, Luther,’ Erasmus, Calvin, Clarius, Zeger, Calovius, 
Cornelius 4 Lapide, Estius, Zachariae, Morus, and others. In this case 
cai must be understood as really;? but the idea of improvement, where- 
by the supposed case of the «eix7 would be cancelled, is not indicated 
by aught in the context, Even should the words be taken as merely 
leaving open the possibility, that matters had not actually already gone so far 
with the readers (Hofmann), Paul himself would have rendered his very 
earnest reproach rocavra érdO. eixy both problematical and ambiguous, and 
would thus have taken the whole pith out of it.—eiye] asswming, namely, 
that ye even only, etc., makes the condition more prominent, and serves to 
intensify the mere ei. Paul fears that more may take place than that which 
was only expresse( by eix7. This, however, is conveyed by the context, and 
is independent of the yé, instead of which rép might have been used.*? Still 
more marked prominence would have been given to the condition by 
elep ye xal.4 [See Note XLIIL., p. 159. ] 

Ver. 5. After the logical parenthesis (vv. 3, 4), ody resumes® what was 
said in ver, 2, but in an altered tense (the present), in order to annex the 
example of Abraham as a proof of justification by faith. —éxiyopyyév and 
évepyov are not to be understood as imperfect participles ;° for, if referring to 
the reception of the Spirit for the first tome corresponding to éAaBere in ver. 
2, Paul must have written éxyopyypoac and évepyzoas. No, he denotes the 
éxixyopnyelv k.T.A. as still continuing among the Galatians; it has not yet 
ceased, although now, of course, in consequence of the active efforts of the 
Judaizers under which they had suffered, it could not but be less strong and 
general than previously ;* ‘‘nondum ceciderant, sed inclinabantur, ut ca- 
derent,” ‘‘they had not yet fallen, but were inclining towards a fall,” Au- 
gustine. — In ércyopnyeiv the éxi is not insuper, ‘‘ besides,” but denotes the 
direction, a8 in the German ‘‘darreichen, zwkommen lassen.’ — kai évepy. | 
and — to make mention of a particular yapioua — which, etc. — duvdyerc¢] may 
be miracles (1 Cor. xii. 10) ;° or miraculous powers (1 Cor. xii. 28).'° The 
analogy of 1 Cor. xii. 6 (comp. Phil. ii. 18 ; Eph. ii. 2) favors the latter. 
— & épyov vouov, i && axoge miot.| 8c. motel TovTo,"’ or éemeyopnyet buiv ro Tveiua 
k. évepyei duvapecc év tuiv; Is this his operation upon you caused by works of 
the law or by the knowledge of faith ? comes it in consequence of your pros- 
ecuting those works, or of such knowledge being communicated to you ? by 


1“ Objurgat quidem, sed ita ut semper 
oleum juxta infundat, ne eos ad desper- 
ationem adigat.... Non omnino abjeci 
spem de vobis,” “‘He chides indeed, but 
in such way as always to pour in oil at the 
same time, in order not to drive them to 
despair . . . Ihave not entirely cast away 
my hope of you.” 

2 Hartung, I. p. 132. 

3 See Baeuml. /.c. p. 64 f. 
v. 3; Eph. iii. 2. 

4 Plat. Theaet. p. 187 D ; Herod. vi. 16. 


Comp. on 2 Cor. 


5 Hartung, Partikell. 11. p. 22 f.; Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 719. 

6 Castalio, Bengel, Semler, and others. 

7 yov capki émiteAetode, Ver. 3. 

89 Cor, ix. 10% Coll it 19); 2 Ret. i. bi 
comp. also Phil. i. 19. 

9In which case év is among, Winer and 
others. 

10 In which case ev is within you, Borger, 
Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, Wiese- 
ler, and others. 

11 Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 336. 
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the former way of active merit, or by the latter way of the reception of 
divine preaching? As to akoy xiorswc, here also not (with Hofmann) = 
miorTig axo7c, see on ver. 2. 

Ver. 6. The answer, obvious of itself, to the preceding question is : é& 
axoxe miorewe ; and to this, but not directly to that question itself, Paul 
subjoins—making use of the words well known to his readers, Gen. xv. 6, 
according to the LXX.—that great religious-historic argument for the right- 
eousness of faith, which is presented in the justification of the progenitor 
of the theocratic people. Seeing that Paul has just specified the operation 
of the Spirit caused by the preached news of faith, as that which proves the 
justifying power of faith, he may with just logic continue : even as Abraham 
believed God (trusted His Messianic promise ; comp. on John viii. 56), and it 
(this faith) eas counted to him as righteousness, that is, in the judgment of the 
gracious God was imputed to him as rectitude.? [See Note XLIV., p. 159 seq. ] 
Neither, therefore, is a colon to be placed * after’Afp., nor‘ is ver. 6 to be 
considered as protasis and ver. 7 as apodosis, for ver. 7 is evidently inde- 
pendent, and it would be a very arbitrary course® to take ver. 6 as an 
anacoluthon.® For the reward of Abraham’s justifying faith according to 
Gen. /.c., see Jas. li. 22 f. ; 1 Macc. ii. 52 ; and Mechilta.” 

Ver. 7. Know ye therefore (since Abraham’s faith was counted to him for 
righteousness) that those who are of faith, etc. — yivéoxere is taken as indica- 
tive by Cyprian, ep. 63 ad Caecil., Jerome, Ambrose, Luther, Erasmus, 
Beza, Menochius, Piscator, Semler, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Reithmayr, and 
others. The tone of the passage is more animated by taking it as imper- 
ative.* — oi éx rior.| designates believers, according to this their specific pe- 
culiarity, under the point of view of origin. It is faith from which their 
spiritual state of life proceeds.* —oirov] has the emphasis :!° these, and no 
others. The contrast here is usually supposed to be : not the bodily descend- 
ants of Abraham. But how foreign to the context is a comparison between 
the bodily and spiritual children of Abraham! The only interpretation in 
harmony with the context is: ‘‘ these, and not those who are é& épywv vopov.” ™ 
So also, correctly, Riickert and Wieseler. — viol ’ABp.| chilaren of Abraham 
in the true sense. For the true viot can have no nature different from the 
essential nature of the father. 


1 As Hofmann holds,‘ according to his 
wrong interpretation of akojs mioTews. 

2 Tt is self-evident from the words of the 
text, how improperly the idea of sanctifica- 
tion is here mixed up with justification by 
the Catholics (also Bisping and Reithmayr). 
We have here justification simply as an 
actus forensis, a forensic act of the divine 
judgment, and that proceeding from grace, 
Rom. iy. 2 ff. 

3 With Koppe. 

4 With Beza and Hilgenfeld. 

5 With Hilgenfeld. 

6 See, moreover, on Rom. iv. 3; Hoele- 
mann, de justitie ex fide ambabus in V. T. 
sedibus, Lips. 1867, p. 8 ff. 


7 Jalkut. Sim. I. f. 69. 8, ‘Shoe planum est, 
Abrahamum neque hunc mundum neque 
futurum haereditate consequi potuisse, 
nisi per fidem, qua credidit,“ It is plain that 
Abraham could have obtained by inheri- 
tance neither this world nor the future, un- 
less through the faith by which he be- 
lieved,” q. d. Gen. xv. 6. 

®The Vulgate has in Lachmann’s text, 
cognoscite. So also Castalio, Calvin, and 
others, as well as most modern expositors. 

9Comp. Rom. ii. 8, iii. 26, iv. 14; John 
xviii, 37, e¢ al. 

10 Comp. Rom. viii. 14, ix. 6. 

11 See vv. 8-1v. 

12 Comp. John viii. 8, 39; Rom. iv. 11 f. 
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Vv. 8, 9. After having pointed out from the Scripture that none other 
than believers are sons of Abraham, Paul now shows further according to 
Scripture that none other than these have a share in Abrahams blessing, that 
is, are justified. 

Ver. 8. Aé] marks the transition from the sonship of Abraham pertaining 
to believers to the participation in his blessing. — rpoidovca] personification.’ 
The Scripture foresaw and the Scripture announced beforehand, inasmuch 
as whatever God foresaw and announced beforehand—in reference, namely, 
to that which is at present taking place—formed an element of Scripture, 
and was expreseed in it.2—é réorewc] is the main point of the participial 
sentence : of faith, not of the works of the law as the causal condition on 
the side of man. — dxavoi] present, for the time foreseen (xpoidovca) was the 
Christian present. — ra vy] the Gentiles (comp. ver. 14), so that the latter 
have not to subject themselves to the law in order to become righteous. — 
mpoeunyyedicato| pre-announced the glad tidings. ‘po refers, as in rpoidotca, 
to the future realization in Christian times. This promise was a gospel be- 
fore the gospel. The word does not occur elsewhere in the New Test., in 
the LXX., or the Apocrypha ; but it is found in Philo.* —6rz évevioyn dao. 
év ool rdvta Ta é9vy] Gen. xii. 3, quoted according to the LXX. with the rec 
itative 67, but so that, instead of raoa: ai gvdal tHe yHe, ravta Ta *v7 IS 
adopted from Gen. xviii. 18;* and this not accidentally, but because Paul is 
dealing with Gentile Christians, whom it was desired to subject to the law. 
Hence ® it is not to be explained ® of all nations, both Jews and Gentiles.— 
The emphasis in this utterance of promise is to be laid, not on rdvra (Schott), 
but on the prefixed évevAoyydyoovra. For if the Scripture had not foreseen 
that faith would justify the Gentiles, it would not have promised dlessing in 
Abraham to all the Gentiles ; from which it follows (ver. 10) that it is be- 
lievers who receive this blessing, and not those of the law, on whom indeed 
the Scripture pronounces not blessing, but cwrse (ver. 10). The characteris- 
tic évevdoy. can only be meant to apply to those who are of faith, and not to 
those who are of the law. What it is that in Paul’s view is expressed by 
évevdoyeioSa, Gen. xii. 8, in its Messianic fulfilment, is evident from the 
preceding éru é« riotewe dixacoi Ta EVvy, namely, God’s gracious gift of justi- 
Jication (the opposite of the catdpa, vv. 10, 11), which, because it is promised 
as blessing, can only be shared by believers, and not by those of the law who 
are under curse." The correctness of this view is certainly confirmed by 


1 Comp. ver. 22; Rom. iv. 3, ix. 17; John 
Vii. 38. 

2 Comp. the frequent Aé¢yer 7 ypady ; like- 
wise Siphra, f£. 186. 2: Quid vidit (AN) scrip- 
tura, etc., ‘‘ what did scripture see.” 

3 De opif. m. p.7 A, de nom. mut. p. 1069 
D; also Schol. Soph. Trach. 335. 

4 Comp. also xxii. 18. 

5 And see ver. 14. 

§ With Winer, Matthias, Schott, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, following earlier exposi- 
tors. 

7 De Wette, who is followed by Wieseler, 


understands the blessing to be “the whole 
salwation of the kingdom of God,’—an idea 
too comprehensive for the context. Bahr 
(in Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 920) erroneously 
concludes from ver. 14, that by the blessing 
is meant the reception of the Spirit. See on 
ver. 14. This reception, as well as the Mes- 
sianic salvation generally,—or, ‘‘the good 
which is intended for mankind,” as Hofmann 
puts it,—ensues as a consequence of the ev- 
Aoyia, as the Messianic am#Aeca ensues asa 
consequence of the xarapa, if the latter, as in 
the case of those who adhere to the works 
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ver. 14, where to the reception of the blessing there is annexed, as a frwrther 
reception, that of the Holy Spirit, so that the bestowal of the Spirit is not 
included in the idea of the cidoyia, but this idea is limited in conformity 
with the context to the justification, with which the whole reception of sal- 
vation begins. [See Note XLV., p. 160.]— év ooiis not : per tuam posterita- 
tem, t.e., Christum, ‘through your posterity, 7.¢., Christ,” ? by which inter- 
pretation the personal oo/ (and how much at variance with ver. 9 !) is en- 
tirely set aside, as if év r6 omépuari cov (ver. 16) were used. But itis: in 
thee ; that is, in the fact that thow art blessed (art justified) is involved (as 
a consequence) the blessedness of all the Gentiles, in so far as all the Gen- 
tiles are to attain justification by faith, and it is in the blessing of Abraham, 
the father of all the faithful (Rom. iv.), that the connection between faith 
and justification is opened and instituted for all future time. Comp. El- 
licott. On évevtoyeioda:, to be blessed in the person of any one, a word which 
does not occur in Greek authors, comp. Acts iii. 25, Ecclus. xliv. 21. 

Ver. 9. "Qore] The general result from vv. 7, 8. If, namely, beldevers are 
sons of Abraham (ver. 7), and if the Scripture, in its promise of blessing to 
Abraham, has had in view faith as the source of divine justification for the 
Gentiles, believers accordingly are those who are blessed with believing Abraham. 
oore is used in its common acceptation of the actual consequence, and is there- 
fore not to be explained in the sense of obtwc¢ viv, to which Hofmann’s view 
comes. — oi é« riotewc] has the whole emphasis, as in ver. 7. — otv 76 mioT@ 
’"AGp.] Paul does not repeat év, but writes oiv, because he looks from the 
present time of eiAoyovyra into the past, in which Abraham stands forth as 
the blessed one, with whom those who become blessed are now placed on a 
like footing. ctv is not, however, equivalent to caSéc, a view on behalf of 
which appeal ought not to be made to Rom. viii. 32 ;? but it expresses fellow- 
ship, for believers, inasmuch as they are blessed (justified), share with believ- 
ing Abraham the same divine benefit which began in his person and is ex- 
tended to believers as the viobc homogeneous with him. The predicate more 
is added to ’A@p., in order to denote the similarity of the ethical character, 
which necessarily accompanies the similarity of the result. 

Ver. 10. Argumentum e contrario, ‘‘argument from the contrary,” for the 
correctness of the result exhibited in ver. 9.3 For how entirely different is the 


of the law, is not cancelled (ver. 10). The Beza, Usteri, Riickert, take the right view ; 


evaAoyia, therefore, is not yet the blessing of 
Messianic salvation itself, the «Anpovopia, 
but, as Hunnius (in Calovius) aptly explains 
it, ‘‘ Benedici in hac promissione est /idera- 
vi maledictione legis aeternae et vicissim 
haeredem scribi justitiae et bonorum coeles- 
tium,”’ “To be blessed, in this promise, is to 
be freed from the curse of the eternal law, 
and in turn to be enrolled an heir of right- 
eousness and heavenly blessings.’ Grotius 
is much too indefinite : ‘‘Summa bona adi- 
piscentur,” ‘They will attain the highest 
blessings.”? Also Ewald’s paraphrase, “ the 
blessing of the true religion,” is too general. 


comp. also Moller (on de Wette) and Reith- 
mayr. 

1 Jerome, Oecumenius, Menochius, Estius, 
Calovius, Rambach, Morus, Borger, Flatt, 
Schott ; comp. also Bengel. 

2 Koppe and others. 

3 The conclusion is based upon the dilem- 
ma: either from faith or from the law. 
Tertium non datur, “ there is no third alter- 
native.” This is no supposititious idea (as 
Hofmann objects), but a necessary logical 
assumption, such as exists in every argu- 
ment ¢@ contrario. 
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position of those who are workers of the law! These, as a whole, according 
to the Scripture, are under @ ewrse ; so that it cannot be supposed that they 
should become blessed. The extension of the argumentative force of the yap 
to the whole series of propositions, vv. 10-14,’ so that ver. 10 would only 
form the introduction to the argument, is the less to be approved, because 
this ydp is followed by a second and subordinate ydp, and then in ver. 11 
an argument entirely complete in itself is introduced by dé. Moreover, 
by the quotation of Scripture in ver. 10 that which it is intended to prove 
(6000 x.t.A.) is proved completely and strikingly.? — bc yap é Epywv véyov 
eloiv] the opposite of the oi é« miotewe in ver. 7: for all who are of works of 
the law, that is, those whose characteristic moral condition is produced and 
regulated by observance of the law (comp. on Rom. ii. 8), the men of law, 
ol éyduevor Tov vduov, Oecumenius.* — The quotation is from Deut. xxvii. 26 
freely after the LXX. ; and the probative force of the passage in reference to 
boo . . . ind xatdpay eioi turns on the fact that no one is adequate, either 
quantitatively or qualitatively, to the éupévew év raox k.t.2. ; Consequently 
all who are éé épywv véuov are subjected to the curse here ordained. He alone 
would not be so, who should really render the complete (év raor) and constant 
(éuuéver) obedience to the law, by virtue of which he as a doer of the law 
would necessarily be pronounced righteous (Rom. ii. 13), and would have 
a claim to salvation as ddeiAjua (Rom. iv. 4) ; but see Rom. iii. 9-20, vii. 
7-25. —émixatdpatoc] sc. éoTs, VIS, katnpduevoc, Matt. xxv. 41, that is, has 
incurred the divine 6py7.4 | The word does not occur in Greek authors, 
among whom xardparoc is frequently used. But comp. Wisd. iii. 18, xiv. 
8; Tob. xiii. 12 ; 4 Macc. ii. 19. The arédea, eternal death, the opposite 
of the (foera in ver. 11, ensues as the final destiny of the émixardparoc (comp. 
Matt. xxv. 41), the consummation and effect of the katdpa. — d¢ ovk éupéver] 
What is written in the book of the law is conceived as the normal range of 
action, which man steps beyond.* More frequently used by classical authors 
with the mere dative than with év.— 7ao:] as well as the previous zac, is 
found in the Samaritan text and in the LXX., but not in the Hebrew. 
Jerome, however, groundlessly accuses the Jews of mutilating the text on 
purpose (to mitigate the severity of the expression). — roi rovjoa avtd] design 
of the égupéver x.7.A. 

Ver. 11 f. Aé] carrying on the argument. After Paul in ver. 10 has proved | 
the participation of believers in the blessing of Abraham by the argumentum 
econtrario, that those who are of the law are under curse, it is his object now 
—in order to complete the doctrinal explanation begun in ver. 6 on the basis 
of Scripture—to show, on the same basis, the only way of justification, and 
that (a) negatively : it is not by the way of the Jaw that man becomes right- 
eous (vv. 11, 12), and (0) positwely: Christ has made us free from the curse 
of the law (ver. 13). Observe (in opposition to Wieseler’s objection) that in 


1 Holsten, Hofmann. 5 Comp. Acts xiv. 22; Heb. viii. 9; 2 Tim. 
2In opposition to Holsten, z. Huang. a. iii. 14; Ken. Ages. 1. 11; Thue. iv. 118. 9; 
Paul. u. Petr. p. 290. Plat. Legg. viii. p. 844 C; Polyb. iii. 70. 4; 
3 Comp. 6 épyagéuevos, Rom. iy. 4. Isocr. de Pace, p. 428 fin. ; Liban. IV. 271, 


4 Comp. Rom. iv. 15. Reiske ; Joseph. Andtt. viii. 10. 3, et al. 
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Sixavovtat Tapa 7. Oe@, the being justified in spite of the curse, and consequently 
the becoming free from it, is clearly and necessarily implied by the context 
preceding (ver. 10) and following (ver. 18). — Vv. 11 and 12 contain a com- 
plete syllogism ; 6 dixacog éx riot. Choerar forming the major proposition, ver. 
12 the minor, and év véuw ovdele dixacovtar rapa TH Oe@ the conclusion. The 
subtle objections of Hofmann are refuted not only by the combination 6 
dixatocg éx tiotewc, but also by the necessary inner correlation of dicacoobyy and 
fof, Which are put as reciprocal.— The first 67: is declarative, and the second 
causal : ‘‘but that through the law no one. . . , is evident, because,” etc. 
Homberg and Flatt take them conversely : ‘‘ But because through the law no 
one... , it is evident that,” etc. The circumstance that djAov 671 must 
mean ?t is evident, that (Flatt),' is not to be adduced as favoring the latter 
view ; for in our interpretation also it has this meaning, only 67 is made to 
precede.? Against it, on the other hand, we may urge, that ver. 12 would 
be quite superfluous and irrelevant to the argument, and also that 6 dixaco¢ 
ix tiotewc Cyoetar, aS a Well-known aphorism of Scripture, is far more fitly 
employed to prove than to be itself proved. Far better is the view of Ben- 
gel, who likewise is not inclined to separate djAov 67c : ‘Quod attinet ad 
id ‘as to the fact’ (the former 67: thus being equivalent to ei¢ éxeivo, Oru, 
2 Cor. i. 18, xi. 10 ; John ii. 18, ix. 17), quod in lege nemo justificetur coram 
Deo, id sane certum est,” ‘‘that no one is justified in the law before 
God, it is doubtless true,” etc. The usual view is, however, more natural * 
and more emphatic. Hofmann‘ wishes to take vv. 11, 12 as protasis to vv. 
13, 14 ; according to his view, érz specifies the cause, and d7Aov (or dnAovére) 
only introduces the illustration of this cause. But we thus get a long par- 
enthetically involved period, differing from the whole context, in which 
Paul expresses himself only in short sentences without periodic complica- 
tion ; moreover, the well-known use of dyAovérs as namely® does not occur 
elsewhere in the N. T., although the opportunities for its use were very fre- 
quent (1 Cor. xv. 27, 1 Tim. vi. 7, are wrongly adduced) ; further, it is @ 
priort very improbable that the two important quotations in vv. 11, 12 
should be destined merely for incidental illustration ;° and lastly, there would 
result an awkward thought, as if, namely, Christ had been moved to His 
work of redemption, in the death on the cross, by the reflection contained in 
vv. 11, 12.7 —év véu] not : by observance of the law, which would be é& épywv 
vouov,® but : through the law, in so far, namely, as the law is an institution 
which does not cancel the curse so pronounced and procure justification ; 
for otherwise faith must have been its principle, which is not the case (see 
the sequel). The law is consequently, in principle, not the means by the use 


1 Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 27. 

2 See Kiihner, II. p. 626. 

3 For if we take Bengel’s explanation, the 
89Aov will not suit well the following words, 
because they form an utterance of Scripture. 
We should expect. possibly yeypamrrat, so that 
then the first 67. would have to be under. 
stood as: tva eidnre, ore, ‘‘ that ye may see 
that” (Fritzsche, Quaest. Luc, p. 59 ff.; 


8 


Schaef. ad Dem. Il. p. 71). 

4 In loc. and Schriftbew. 1. p. 615 f. 

5 See especially Buttmann, ad Plat. Crit. 
p. 106; Bast, Palaeogr. p. 804. 

6 Comp. Rom. i. 17. 

7 Comp., on the contrary, iv. 3-5; Rom. 
viii. 3; 2 Cor. v. 21. 

8 Erasmus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and oth- 
ers, 
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of which aman can attain to justification.! Xporé¢ in ver. 18 corresponds to 
the emphatically prefixed év véum (what by the law is not done, Christ has 
effected) ; therefore év is not to be understood ’ as : in, in the condition of 
of Judaism, or in the sense of the rule (Wieseler), but as : through, by means 
of. — rapa 76 O26] judice Deo, opposed to the judgment of men.* — 6 dixacoc 
éx mlorewe Choeras] an aphorism of Scripture well known to the readers, which 
therefore did not need any formula of quotation. The passage is from Hab. 
ii. 4, according to the LXX. (6 dé dixatog éx rior. pov Cycerat, OF, according to 
A. : 6 OB dix. pov ke m. w. ¢.), Where it is said: The righteous (PIS) shall 
through his fidelity (towards God) become partaker of (theocratic) life-blessed- 
ness. The apostle, glancing back from the Messianic fulfilment of this 
saying—which he had everywhere in view, and experienced most deeply in 
his own consciousness—to the Messianic destination of it, recognizes as 
its prophetic sense : ‘‘ He who is righteous through faith (in Christ) shall obtain 
(Messianic) life.” Comp. on Rom. i. 17. In so doing Paul, following the 
LXX., which very often renders 73128 by xiorsc, had the more reason for 
retaining this word, because the faithful self-surrender to God (to His prom- 
ise and grace) is the fundamental essence of faith in Christ ; and he might 
join éx riorews to 6 dixawoc, because the life é« rictewe presupposes no other 
righteousness than that é« mictewc. Here also, as in Rom. J.c. (otherwise in 
Heb. x. 38), the words 6 dixawc¢ ék mictewe are to be connected,* and not é« 
riotews Choeraco :° for Paul desires to point out the cause of the righteousness, 
and not that of the life of the righteous, although this has the same cause ; 
and in ver. 12, 6 wogoac avra stands in contrast not to 6 dixavoc merely, but to 
6 dikatoc éx Tiotewc." Paul, however, did not write 6 é« riotewe dikaioc or dikatoc 
6 & riorewc, because this important saying was well known and sanctioned 
by usage in the order of the words given by the LXX.; so that he involun- 
tarily abstained from the. freedom of dealing elsewhere manifested by him 
in quoting from Scripture. The grammatical correctness of the junction of 
éx riot. to dixatoc is evident from the fact that the phrase d:cavovoSar éx rior. 
is used ; comp. ver. 8. 

Ver. 12. Minor proposition ; dé the syllogistic atqgui. See on ver. 11. — 
ovx got éx rlotewc, is not of faith, is not an institution which has faith as 
the principle of its nature and action. Comp. ver. 10. — dA 6 rojoac x.T.2.] 
but he who shall have done them (namely, the xpoordyuara and xpiuara, ‘‘stat- 
utes and judgments” of God, Lev. xviii. 5) shall live (shall have life in the 
Messiah’s kingdom) through them, so that they form, in this way of doing, 


1 On this advvarov rod voxov (Rom. viii. 3), 5 Chrysostom, Cajetanus, Pareus, Bengel, 


comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 68; Ne- 
ander. II. p. 658 ff.; Weiss, bid1. Theol. 
Dp. 286 f. 

2 With Riickert, de Wette, and others. 

’ Comp. Rom. ii. 13; Winer, p. 369 [E. T. 
492]. 

4D* E FG, Syr. Erp. It., have yéyparrac 
yap before 67, F G also omitting d%Aov. 
Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 27; Rom. ix. 7; and besides 
Heng. in loc. 


Baumgarten, Zachariae, Michaelis, Semler, 
Morus, Griesbach, Knapp, Rickert, Winer, 
Gramm. p. 129, Hilgenfeld, Reithmayr, Hoe- 
lemann, and others. 

® So most of the oider expositors, follow- 
ing Jerome and Augustine; also Borger, 
Winer, Matthies, Schott, de Wette, Wiese- 
ler, Ewald, Holsten, Hofmann, Matthias. 

7 Compare, besides, Hoelemann, /.c. p. 41 f. 
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the channel of obtaining life. Thus in the express words of the law (Lev. 
xviii, 5), likewise presumed to be familiar to his readers, Paul introduces 
the nature of the law as contrasted with é& miorewe. Comp. Rom. x. 5. 
After 421’, yéyparra: is not (with Schott) to be supplied ;' but, as the form 
with the apostrophe indicates, Paul has connected 447 immediately with 
6 rovgoac avrd, leaving it to the reader not only to explain for himself air 
and év avroic from his acquaintance with the O. T. context of the saying re- 
ferred to, but also to complete for himself the connection from the first half 
of the verse: ‘“‘The law, however, has not faith as its principle ; but the 
doer of the commandments—this is the axiom of the law—shall live by 
them.”’? 

Ver. 18. Connection : ‘‘ Through the law no one becomes righteous (vv. 
11, 12); Christ has redeemed us from the curse.”* The asyndeton renders 
the contrast stronger.‘ Riickert * reverts to ver. 10, supplying yév in ver. 
10, and dé in ver. 13. This is incorrect, for Xpicroc finds its appropriate 
antithesis in the words immediately preceding ; and, as in general it is a 
mistake thus to supply yéy and dé, it is here the more absurd, because doo in 
ver. 10 has expressly received in ydp its reference to what precedes it. 
Against Hofmann’s interpretation, that ver. 13 is apodosis to vy. 11, 12, see 
on ver. 11. —7yuac] applies to the Jews ; for these were under the curse of 
the law ° mentioned in ver. 10, and by faith in Christ made themselves par- 
takers of the redemption from that curse accomplished by Him, as Paul had 
himself experienced. Others have understood it as the Jews and Gentiles.’ 
But against this view it may be urged, that the Gentiles were not under the 
curse of the Mosaic law (Rom. ii. 12); that a reference to the natural law 
as well (Rom. ii. 14, 15) is quite foreign to the context ;° that the law, even 
if it had not been done away by Christ, would yet never have related to the 
Gentiles,® because it was the partition-wall between Jew and Gentile (Eph. 
ii. 14 f.) ; and lastly, that afterwards in ver. 14 éi¢ ra é9vy is placed in con- 
trast to the 7uac, and hence it must not be said, with Matthias, that it so 
far applies to the Gentiles also, since the latter as Christians could not be 
under obligation to the law,—which, besides, would amount to a very in- 
direct sort of ransom, entirely different from the sense in which it applied 
to the Jews. — é&nydpacev] Comp. iv. 5; 1 Cor. vi. 20, vil. 23 ; Eph. i. 7 ; 
2 Pet. ii. 1 ; Matt. xx. 28; Rev. v. 9; Diod. Hze. p. 530.4; 1 Tim. ii. 6 ; 
Polyb. iii. 42. 2. Those who are under obligation to the law as the record 
of the direct will of God,” are subject to the divine curse expressed therein ; 


1 Comp. also Matthias, who understands 
even ov éotiv as runs not. 

2 Comp. on Rom. xv. 3; 1 Cor. i. 31. 

3 See on ver. 11. 

4 Comp. Col. iii. 4. 

5 Comp. also Flatt, Koppe, Schott, Ols- 
hausen. 

6 Which is not to be turned into a subjec- 
tive condition, as Bihr (Stud. uv. Krit. 1849, 
Dp. 922) wishes, who explains it as the state of 
spiritual death, in consequence of his erro- 


neous view of evAoyéa in ver. 8. 

7 Gomarus, Pareus, Estius, Flatt, Winer, 
Matthies. 

8 In opposition to Flatt. 

9 In opposition to Winer. 

10 For in the apostle’s view everywhere, 
and here also, the law is this, and ver. 19 is 
not at variance with its being so (in opposi- 
tion to Ritschl in d. Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1863, 
p. 523 f.). Comp. on Col. ii. 15. 
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but from the bond of this curse, from which they could not otherwise have 
escaped, Ohrist has redeemed them, and that by giving up for them His life 
upon the cross as a Aitpov, ‘‘ ransom,” paid to God the dator et vindex legis, 
‘giver and maintainer of the law,”—having by His mors satisfactoria, 
‘death for satisfaction,” suffered according to God’s gracious counsel in 
obedience to the same,' procured for them the forgiveness of sins,” so that 
the curse of the law which was to have come upon them no longer had any 
reference to them. This modus, ‘‘ mode,” of the redemption is here ex- 
pressed thus : ‘‘by His having become curse for us,” namely, by His crucifix- 
ion, in which He actually became the object of the divine épy7. The empha- 
sis rests on the xatdpa, which is therefore placed at the end and is immedi- 
ately to be vindicated by a quotation from Scripture. This abstract, used 
instead of the concrete, is purposely chosen to strengthen the conception, and 
probably indeed with reference to the DTN Np, ‘‘accursed of God,” 
Deut. xxi. 23.3 But xardpa is used without the article, because the object is 
to express that which Christ has become as regards the category of quality— 
He became curse, entered into the position, and into the de facto relation, of 
one visited with the divine wrath ; it being obvious from the context that it 
was in reality the divine curse stipulated in the law, the accomplishment of 
which He suffered in His death, as is moreover expressly attested in the 
passage of Scripture that follows.4 The idea of xardpa as the curse of God 
—obvious of itself to every reader—forbids us to explain away (with Hof- 
mann) the ‘‘ becoming a curse” as signifying, not that God accomplished 
His curse on Christ, but that God decreed respecting Christ that He should 
suffer that which men did to Him as fulfilment of the curse of the Jaw, which 
was not incurred by, and did not apply to, Him. The exact real parallel, 
2 Cor. v. 21, ought to have prevented any such evasive interpretation. And 
if Paul had not meant the curse of Ged, which Christ suffered irép jyuav, — 
as no reader, especially after the passage of Scripture which follows, could 
understand anything else,—he would have been practising a deception. 
Christ made sin by God, and so suffering the divine curse—that is just the 
foolishness of the cross, which is wiser than men (1 Cor. i. 25). Comp., 
besides, Rich. Schmidt, Pwulin. Ohristol. p. 81, who, however, regards the 
contents of our passage and of 2 Cor. v. 21 under the point of view of the 
cancelling of sin (sin being viewed as an objective power), and thus comcs 
into contact with Hofmann’s theory. — irép juév|] That irép, as in all pas- 
sages in which the atoning death is spoken of, does not mean instead of,° 
see on Rom. v. 6. Comp. oni. 4. The satisfaction which Christ rendered, 
was rendered for our benefit ; that it was vicarious,® is implied in the cir- 


1 Rom. v. 19; Phil. ii. 8. 

2 Eph. i. 7; Col. i. 14; Rom. iii. 24; 1 Tim. 
ii. 6; Matt. xx. 28, xxvi. 28. 

3 Comp. Thilo, ad Protev. Jac. 3, p. 181. 

4 Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 321, d ; Kah- 
nis, Dogm. I. p. 518 f., III. p. 382; Delitzsch, 
z. Hebr. p. 714. 

5So here, Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, Riick- 
ert, Reithmayr, following earlier exposi- 


tors; comp. also Lipsius, Rechtfertiqungsl. 
p. 134 f.). 

® As is expressly stated in Matt. xx. 28, 
1 Tim. ii. 6, by avr’. Comp. Thomasius, Chr. 
Pers. u. Werk, Til. 1, p. 88 ff.; Gess, in the 
Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. Tl. 4, TI. 4. The 
less satisfactory is it, therefore, with 
Schweizer in the Stud. u. Krit, 1858, p. 425 
ff., to find that the essential import of 
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cumstances of the case itself, and not in the preposition. The divine curse 
of the law must have been realized by all, who did not fully satisfy the law 
to which they were bound (and this no one could do), being compelled to 
endure the execution of the divine ép)7, ‘‘ wrath,” on themselves ; but for 
their deliverance from the bond of this curse Christ intervened with His 
death, inasmuch as He died asan accursed one, and thereby, as by a purchase- 
price, dissolved that relation to the law which implied a curse.! This ef- 
fect depends certainly on the sinlessness of Christ (2 Cor. v. 21), without 
which His surrendered life could not have been a Aérpov, ‘‘ransom” (Matt. 
xx, 28), and He Himself, by the shedding of His blood, could not have been 
a iAaorhp.ov, ‘‘ propitiation ” (Rom. iii. 25), because, with guilt of His own, 
He would have been amenable to the curse on His own account, and not 
through taking upon Him the guilt of others (John i. 29) ; but utterly aloof 
from and foreign to the N. T. is the idea which Hilgenfeld here suggests, 
that the curse of the law had lost its validity once for all, because it had 
for once shown itself as an unrighteous curse. The death of Christ served 
precisely to show the righteousness of God, which has its expression in the 
curse of the law.? — érz yéyp. . SbAov is not an epexegesis to yevou. in. 
nu. kat. (Matthias, who writes 6, 7), but is a parenthesis in which the yevd- 
evoc katadpa, Which had just been said of Christ, is vindicated agreeably to 


Scripture, by Deut. xxi. 23, freely quoted from the LXX.? 


our passage only amounts to this, that the 
Mosaic law had been set aside on the ap- 
pearance of Christianity, and that this set- 
ting aside was decisively evinced by the 
death on the cross. See, on the other hand, 
Baur in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift, 1859, p. 226 
ff., and in his newt. Theol. p. 156 f. 

1 Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23; Col. ii. 14. 

2 See on Rom. iii. 25. 

8 The LXX. has kexatnpapmeévos Ud Ocov mas 
Kpepamevos ext EvAov. The vro @cod is also 
expressed in the Hebrew. Jerome accuses 
the Jews here also of intentional falsifica- 
tion of the text, alleging that in an anti- 
Christian interest they had inserted the 
name of God into the original text. Bahr, 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 928 ff., is of opin- 
ion that Paul purposely omitted urd cod, 
so as not to represent Christ as cursed by 
God (with which Hofmann agrees); that He 
was called cursed only because, through 
His death, He appeared as cursed before all 
to whom the law was given. But this is 
incorrect, because the expression is not 
Paul’s, and because, so interpreted, the 
whole proof adduced would amount only 
to a semblance, and not toa reality. Christ 
has certainly averted from men the curse 
of God which was ordained in the law (ver. 
10), by the fact that He, as the bearer of 
the divine curse, died while hanging on the 
cross. Having thus actually become ém- 


Accursed (vis- 


katapatos, He became the propitiatory sacri. 
fice for those who were subject to the law, 
whom He consequently redeemed from the 
definite divine curse of the law (ver. 10), so 
that on the part of God the actus forensis, 
“forensic act,” of justification now com- 
menced: and for this reason, although the 
crucified One was émxarapatos, Paul could 
elsewhere represent Him as dcpny cvwdias 
(Eph. y. 2). Luther aptly remarks: ‘ Si vis 
negare eum esse peccatorem et maledictum, 
negato etiam passum, crucifixum et mortuum,” 
“Tf you want to deny that He is a sinner 
and cursed, deny also that He suffered, was 
crucified, and died.’ The cause of the 
non-adoption of v7 @cod cannot be that 
Paul, under the influence of a subordinate 
value assigned to the law as not directly 
given by God, had the passage imprinted 
on his mind without v7d @eod (Ritschl, /.c. 
p. 526), for he did not entertain any such es- 
timate of its inferior value. We must, in 
fact, simply abide by the explanation that 
he quoted the passage of Scriptur. from afree 
recollection (as is already shown by ém«ara- 
parosand the addition of 6), and in doing 
so, having in view only the “ cursed”’ as the 
point of the passage, left unnoticed the en- 
tirely obvious %7d @cod. In a similar way, 
in ver. 11, in the quotation Hab. ii. 4, he 
does not adopt the wou of the LXX. 
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ited with the wrath of God) és every one who (according to the LXX., in 
which the article is wanting, every one, if he) is hanged on a tree. "The orig- 
inal historical sense of this passage applies to those malefactors who, in or- 
der to the aggravation of their punishment, were after their execution pub- 
licly hung up on a (probably cross-shaped) stake,’ but were not allowed to 
remain hanging over the night, lest such arenes ones should profane the 
holy land.? Now, so far as Christ when put to death hung upon a stake, * 
the predicate ér:xardparto¢ applies also to Him ; and this furnishes the script- 
ural oe of the preceding yevdyevoc xardpa. 

Ver. 14. Divine purpose in Christ’s redeeming us (the Jews) from the 
curse « the law ; inorder that the blessing promised to Abraham (justifica- 
tion ; see on ver. 8) might be imparted in Christ Jesus to the Gentiles (not : 
to all peoples, as Olshausen and Baumgarten-Crusius, following the earlier ex- 
positors, take ra é3vy, in opposition to the context). So long, namely, as 
the curse of the law stood in force and consequently the Jews were still 
subject to this divine curse, the Gentiles could not be partakers of that 
blessing ; for, according to that promise made to Abraham, it was implied 
in the preference which in the divine plan of salvation was granted to the 
Jews (Rom. i. 17, xy. 8, 9, ili. 1, 2, ix. 1-5), that salvation should issue 
from them and pass over to the Gentiles (comp. Rom. xv. 27 ; John iv. 22, 
xi, 52). Hence, when Christ by His atoning death redeemed the Jews 
from the curse of the divine law, God, in thus arranging His salvation, 
must necessarily have had the design that the Gentiles, who are expressly 
named in the promise made to Abraham (ver. 8), should share in the prom- 
ised justification, and that not in some way through the Jaw, as if they 
were to be subjected to this, but in C/rist Jesus, through whom in fact the 
Jews had been made free from the curse of the law. The opposite of this 
liberation of the Jews could not exist in God’s purpose in regard to the 
Gentiles. Rickert takes a different view of the logical connection (as to 
which most expositors are silent), in the light of Eph. 1. 14 ff.: ‘‘So long 
as the law continued, an impenetrable wall of partition was set up between 
the Jewish and the Gentile world; . . . and just as long it was simply 
impossible that the blessing should pass over to the Gentiles.” But the 
context speaks not of the law itself as having been done away, but of the 
curse of the law, from which Jesus had redeemed the Jews ; so that the idea 
of a partition-wall, formed by the law itself standing between Jew and Gen- 
tile, is not presented to the reader. Usteri thus states the connection : 
‘‘Christ by His vicarious death has redeemed us (Jews) from the curse of 
the law, in order that (justification henceforth being to be attained through 
faith) the Gentiles may become partakers in the blessings of Abraham, 
since now there is required for justification a condition possible for all,—namely, 
Jaith.”* Butsince the point of the possibility of the justification of the Gentiles 


1 Analogous to our former custom of fast- Wolf, p. 536; Saalschtitz, Mos. R. p. 460 f.; 
ening criminals on the wheel, in order to Bahr in the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 924 f. 
aggravate the punishment. 3 Comp. Acts v. 30, x. 89; 1 Pet. ii. 24. 

2 Deut. xxi. 23; Num. xxv. 4; Josh. x, 26; * Comp. Chrysostom, Oecumentius, and 
2Sam. iv. 12. See Lund, Jud. Heiligth. ed. Theophylact. 
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is not dealt with in the context, this latter expedient is quite as arbitrarily 
resorted to, as is Schott’s intermingling of the natural law, against the 
threatenings of which faith alone yields protection (Rom. ii. 12 ff., iii. 9 ff.). 
—elc 7a &9vy] might reach to the Gentiles (Acts xxi. 17, xxv. 15), that is, be 
imparted to them (Rev. xvi. 2).1 Such was to be the course of the divine 
way of salvation, from Israel to the Gentiles. Observe, that Paul does not 
say kai eic r. &Svy, as if the Gentiles were merely an accessory. — 1} sbdoyla tov 
ABp.} the blessing already spoken of, which was pre-announced to Abraham 
(ver. 8), the opposite of the xavdépa ; not therefore life (Hofmann), the 
opposite of which would be ddvaroc, but justification—by which is meant 
the benefit itself (Eph. i. 3 ; Rom. xv. 29), and not the mere promise of it 
(Schott). —év Xpior ’Inooi] so that this reception of the blessing depends, 
and is founded, on Christ (on His redeeming death). The dca r7H¢ riorewe 
which follows expresses the matter from the point of view of the subjective 
medium, whilst év Xpioré presents the objective state of the case—the two 
elements corresponding to each other at the close of the two sentences of 
purpose. — iva tv émayyediav x.7.A.] cannot be subordinated to the previous 
sentence of purpose (Riickert), for it contains no benefit specially accruing 
to the Gentiles.? It is parallel to the first sentence of purpose by way of 
climax.* After Paul had expressed the blessed aim which the redeeming 
death of Christ had in reference to the Gentiles,—namely, that they should 
become partakers of the ebAoyia of Abraham,—he raises his glance still 
higher, and sees the reception also of the Holy Spirit (the consequence of 
justification) as an aim of that redeeming death ; but he cannot again ex- 
press himself in the third person, because, after the justification of the Jews 
had been spoken of in ver. 13 and the justification of the Gentiles in ver. 14 
(iva cic ta &vy . . . “Inoov), the statement now concerns the justified 
generally, Jews and Gentiles without distinction : hence the first person, 
AaBouev, is used, the subject of which must be the Christians, and not the 
Jewish Christians only.t This by no means accidental emergence of the first 
person, after rad é9v7 had been previously spoken of in the third, is incom- 
patible with our taking the reception of the Spirit as part of the evdoyia 
(Wieseler), or as essentially identical with it (Hofmann). — rv érayyediav 
Tov rvevpatoc| tHv éxayyediav AauBdverw means to become partakers in the realiza- 
tion of the promise (Heb. x. 36 ; Luke xxiv. 49 ; Acts i. 4) ; but rod rvebwaroc¢ 
may be either the genitive of the subject (that which is promised by the Spirit) 
or of the object (the promised Spirit). The latter interpretation (comp. Acts 
ii. 33 ; Eph. i. 13) is the usual and correct one.* For if (with Winer) 
we should explain it, ‘‘bona ila, quae a divino Spiritu promissa sunt,” the 
blessings which have been promised by the Divine Spirit” (Luke xxiv. 


1 Comp. on 2 Cor. viii. 13 f. to the O. T. promise of the communication 
2 Paul would have written AéBwor, which of. the Holy Spirit (Joel iii.; Acts ii. 16),—a 
Chrysostom actually read—evidently an al- promise well known to all the apostle’s 


teration arising from misunderstanding. readers. Hilgenfeld incorrectly holds that 
3 Comp. Rom. vii. 13; 2 Cor. ix. 3; Eph. “the promise given to Abraham is directly 
vi. 19 f. designated as an émayyeAla Tod mvevmatos (a 
4 Beza, Bengel, Hofmann, and others. promise, the substance of which is the 


5 So that rhv émayyediav is to be referred TmVvEd pa). 
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49 ; Acts i. 4), then, in conformity with the context, this expression must 
refer back to ver. 8 ;! and to this the first person AdBupev would not be suit- 
able, as Paul referred that promise given to Abraham in the Scripture (by 
the Holy Spirit) to the Gentiles. And if ry érayyediav tov mvebuatog Were 
essentially the same as the evdoyia rod ’ABp., it would be entirely devoid of 
the eaplanatory character of an epexegesis. — dd rt. rior.] For faith is the 
causa apprehendens, ‘apprehending cause,” both of justification and of the 
reception of the Spirit ; comp. vv. 2-5, v. 5. 

Vv. 15-18. What Paul has previously said concerning justification, not 
of the law, but of faith, with reference to that promise given to Abraham: 
(vv. 8-14), could only maintain its ground as true before the worshippers of 
the law, in the event of its being acknowledged that the covenant once 
entered into with Abraham through that promise was not deprived of 
validity by the subsequent institution of the law, or subjected to alteration 
through the entrance of the law. For if this covenant had been done away 
with or modified by the law, the whole proof previously adduced would 
come to nothing. Paul therefore now shows that this covenant had not been 
invalidated or altered through the Mosaic law. 

Ver. 15.” ’AdeAgor] Expressive of loving urgency, and conciliating with 
reference to the instruction which follows.* How entirely different was it 
in ver. 1! Now the tone of feeling is softened. — xara avUpurov Aéyo] not 
to be placed in a parenthesis,‘ points to what follows—to that which he is 
just about to say in proof of the immutability of a divine divadjxn, ‘‘ covenant.” 
The analogy to be adduced from a human legal relation is not intended to 
be excused, but is to be placed in the proper point of view ; for the apostle 
does not wish to adduce it from his higher standpoint as one enlightened 
by the Spirit, according to the measure of divinely-revealed wisdom, but 
he wishes thus to accommodate himself to the ordinary way among men (of 
adducing examples from common life), so as to be perfectly intelligible to 
his readers (not in order to put them to shame, as Calvin thinks).*® — éywc] 
yet. The logical position would be before obdeic. A duadjxn, although human, 
no one yet cancels. Such a transposition of the 6uwe (which here intimatesa 
conclusion @ minor?) is not unfrequent in classical authors, and again occurs 
in the case of Paul, 1 Cor. xiv. 7.° There is therefore all the less reason for 
writing it dudc, in like manner,” which would be unsuitable, since that which 
is to be illustrated by the comparison only follows (at ver. 17). Riickert® 
takes it in antithetical reference to xara avdp. Aéyw : ‘I desire to-keep only 
to human relations ; nevertheless,” etc. This would be an illogical antith- 
esis. Others, contrary to linguistic usage, make it mean yet even,® or quin 


1 rpoidodca yn ypady K.T.A. mpoeunyyedtoato 5 Comp. avdpwreiws and avdporivws (Dem. 
T@ ABp. k.7.A. 639. 24, 1122. 2; Rom. vi. 19). See generally 
2 As to vv. 15-22, see Hauck in Stud. wu. on Rom. iii. 5; 1 Cor. ix.8; and van Hen- 
Krit. 1862, p. 512 ff.; Matthias, @. Adbschn. d. gel, Annot. p. 211 f. 
Gal. Br. iii. 15-22, Cassel, 1866. As ts vy. 15- 6 See on this passage. 


29, see Buhl, in the Luther. Zeitzschr. 1867, 7 Morus, Rosenmiiller, Jatho 
Dp ltt: § So also Olshausen and Windischmann. 
3 Comp. Rom. x. 1. ® Grotius, Zachariae, Matthies. 


4 Erasmus, Calvin, and many others. 
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émo,’ and the like. — kexvpopévyv] ratified, made legally valid, Gen. xxiii. 20; 
4 Macc. vii. 9; Dem. 485. 18; Plat. Pol. x. p. 620 E ; Polyb. v. 49. 6 ; 
Andoc. de myst. § 84, p. 11 ; comp. on 2 Cor. ii. 8. — diad4«nv] not testa- 
ment (Heb. ix. 16 f.), as the Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, and many others, 
including Olshausen, render it, quite in opposition to the context ; nor, in 
general, voluntary ordainment, arrangement (Winer, Matthies, Usteri, 
Schott, Hofmann : ‘‘destination as to anything, which we apply for one’s 
benefit,” Holsten, following earlier expositors) ; but in the solemn biblical 
signification of 13, covenant (Jerome, Beza, Calvin, Zachariae, Semler, 
Koppe, Flatt, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Matthias, Reithmayr, and 
others ; also Ewald : ‘‘ contract”), as in iv. 24and all Pauline passages. The 
emphatic prefixing of av8pérov points to the majus, ‘‘ greater,” the dcadqxn of 
God ; and God had entered into a covenant with Abraham, by giving him 
the promises (ver. 17).* The singular (av8pdrov) is not opposed to this view; 
on the contrary, since avdpdrov diadjx7 is put as analogue of the d:adAxn of 
God (which God has established), there could, in accordance with this 
latter, be only one contracting party designated: a ratified covenant, 
which a man has established. The ratification, as likewise follows from the 
diadakn of God, is not to be considered as an act accomplished by a third 
party ; but the covenant is legally valid by the definitive and formal conclu- 
sion of the parties themselves who make the agreement with one another. — 
ovdeic averet 7 éxcdvar. | viz. no third party. Such an interference would indeed 
be possible in itself, and not inconsistent with the idea of a covenant (as 
Hofmann objects). But cases of this sort would be exceptional, and, in the 
general legal axiom expressed by Paul, might well be left unnoticed.? That 
ovdeic is not the same subject as avdpérov (Holsten*), is evident both from 
the expression in itself, and from the application in ver. 17, where the io 
70d cod corresponds to the av¥pdérov and the (personified) véu0¢, which comes 
in as a third person, to the oideic. —H éxidiataocerac] or adds further stipula- 
tions thereto, which were not contained in the covenant. That the éri inthe 
word éridiatdocerac (not occurring elsewhere) denotes against (Schott), is 
inconsistent with the analogy of éridvariSnus, éxidiayevockw, éridiaxpive, and 
so forth ;‘ in that case dvridvardooerac musthave been used. Erasmus, Winer, 
Hauck, and others wish at least to define the nature of the additions 
referred to as coming into conflict with the will of the author of the dsadj«n 
or changing it ; but this is arbitrary. The words merely affirm : no one 
prescribes any addition thereto ; this is altogether against the general rule of 
law, let the additions be what they may. °® 


1 Wolf. tifies the subject in ovSe’s with the founder 


2 Comp. Gen. xvii. 7; Ex. ii. 24; Lev. xxvi. 
42; Luke i. 72; Acts iii. 25; 2 Macc. i. 2; 
Eeclus. xliv. 20, 22. 

3 On aderety dtadjx., to do away a cove- 
nant, irritum facere, comp. 1 Macc. xv. 27; 2 
Mace. xiii. 25; Polyb. xv. 1. 9, iii. 29. 2, xv. 
8. 9. 

4 “‘ Yet in the sphere of the human no one 
cancels his voluntary disposition, which has 
become legally valid.” Matthies also iden- 


of the dradjnn. 

5 Comp. Joseph. Bell. ii. 2. 3, aévav rhs 
éemdcadynns Thy Seadjkny elvarKkupiwrépav, Antt. 
xvii. 9. 4. 

8 Chrysostom aptly remarks: «% roApa tis 
avatpépar meta TadTa eAdwY  Mpoodetvac TL, 
TOUTO yap eat. H emidiatacoetar, “NO one 
coming after these things ventures to re- 
fute or to add anything, for this is : 7, éwedca- 
TagoeTat,”’ 
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Ver. 16. This verse is usually considered as minor proposition to ver. 15, 
so that vv. 15-17 contain a complete syllogism, which is, however, inter- 
rupted by the exegetical gloss ob Aéye: «.7.4., and is then resumed by rovro 
dé Aéyw in ver. 17." But against this view it may be urged, (1) that the 
minor proposition in ver. 16 must necessarily, in alogical point of view,—as 
corresponding to the emphatic 6uw¢ avOpdrov in ver. 15,—bring into promi- 
nence the divine character of the promises, and must have been expressed in 
some such form as Oed¢ dé 76 ’ABp.; and (2) that the explanation as to kal 7 
orépuate avtov, so carefully and emphatically brought in (not merely ‘‘allu- 


sive,” Hilgenfeld), would be here entirely aimless and irrelevant, because it - 


would be devoid of all reference to and influence on the argument. The 
train of ideas is really as follows : *—After Paul has stated in ver. 15 that 
even a man’s legally valid covenant is not invalidated or furnished with ad- 
ditions by any one, he cannot immediately attach the conclusion intended 
to be deduced from this, viz., that a valid covenant of God is not annulled 
by the law coming afterwards ; but he must first adduce the circumstance 
which, in the case in question, has an essential bearing on this proof,—that 
the promises under discussion were issued not to Abraham only, but at the 
same time to his descendants also, that is, to Christ. From this essential cir- 
cumstance it is, in fact, clear that that covenant was not to be a mere tem- 
porary contract, simply made to last wp to the time of the law. Accordingly, 
the purport of vv. 15-17 is this : ‘‘ Even a man’s covenant legally completed 
remains uncancelled and without addition (ver. 15). But the circumstance 
which conditions and renders incontestable the conclusion to be thence Ge- 
duced is, that the promises were spoken not merely to Abraham, but also to 
his seed, by which, as is clear from the singular 76 orépuati, is meant Christ 
(ver. 16). And now—to complete my conclusion drawn from what I have 
said in vv. 15 and 16—what I mean is this ;: A covenant previously made 
with legal validity by God is not rendered invalid by the law, which came 
into existence so long afterwards” (ver. 17). —76 d2’ABp. éppéOnoav ai éxay- 
yeMa k. TE orépuate adtov] The emphasis is laid on ka? 76 oréppyarte adrov, the 
point which is here brought into prominence as the further specific founda- 
tion of the proof to be adduced. This element essential to the proof lies in 
the destination of Christ as the organ of fulfilment ; in the case of a promise 
which had been given not merely to the ancestor himself, but also to Christ, 
the fulfiller, it was not at all possible to conceive an a6éryoic by the law.® 
The passage of the O. T. to which Paul refers in kal 16 oréppate airod, is 
considered by most expositors, following Tertullian (de carne Christi, 22) 
and Chrysostom, to be Gen. xxii. 18: évevroynfjoorvra év TH oTnéppmaticonv 
navta Ta &Ovn tHe ync, ‘In thy seed shall all the nations of the earth be bless- 
ed.” But, from the words ov Aéyeu kad toic oréppyacw x.t.A. Which follow, 
it is evident that Paul was thinking of a passage in which cai 76 on ép- 
watiocov is expressly written. Hence (with Estius and Bengel, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr, Buhl) the 


1 See Morus, Koppe, Riickert, Schott, de 3 Comp. also Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul. u. 
Wette, Hilgenfeld. Petr. p. 204. 
2 Comp. also Wieseler. 


dik ade 
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passages Gen. xiii. 15, xvii. 8, are rather to be assumed as those referred 
to,—a view confirmed by the expression x«Aypovouia in ver. 18.1 Comp. 
Rom. iv. 18. — éppébyoav?| they were spoken, that is, given, as some min., 
Eusebius and Theophylact, actually read édé@;cav. The datives simply 
state to whom the promises were spoken, not: in reference to whom (so 
Matthias),—an interpretation which was the less likely to occur to the 
reader, well acquainted as he was with the fact that the promise was spo- 
ken directly to Abraham, who at the same time represented his orépya. 
— ai érayyedia| in the plural: for the promise in question was given on sev- 
eral occasions and under various modifications, even as regards the contents; 
and indeed Paul himself here refers to a place and form of promise differ- 
ent from that mentioned above in ver. 8. In kad 76 orépuate avrow he finds 
that Christ is meant; hence he adds the following gloss (Midrasch): ov 
Réyev’ Kat Toig orépuacwy K.7.2., in which the singular form of the expression is 
asserted by him to be significant, and the conclusion is thence drawn that 
only one descendant (not : only one class of descendants, namely the spirit- 
ual children of Abraham, as, following Augustine, Cameron and others, 
Olshausen and Tholuck, d. A. 7. im neuen T. p. 65 ff. ed. 6, also Jatho, 
hold) is intended, namely Christ. That this inference is purely rabbinical, * 
and without objective force as a proof, is evident from the fact that in the 
original text YT is written, and this, in every passage in the O. T. where it 
expresses the idea of progenies, ‘‘ progeny,” is used in the singular,* whether 
the posterity consists of many or of one only.® Also the later Hebrew and 
Chaldee usage of the plural form in the sense of progenies > does not depend, 
any more than the Greek use of orépuara,’ on the circumstance that, in con- 
tradistinction, the singular is to be understood dc éq’ évéc.8 The classical 


1 The correct view is found even in Ori- 
gen, Comment. in Ep. ad Rom. iv. 4, Opp. IV. 
p. 532: ‘‘Ipse enim (apostolus) haec de 
Christo dicta esse interpretatur, cum dixit : 
‘Scriptum est, tibi dabo terram hance et sem- 
ini tuo. Non dixit : et seminibus, tanquam 
in multis, sed seminituo, tanquam in uno, 
qui est Christus,’”’ ‘‘ For the apostle himself 
interprets these things as spoken of Christ, 
when he said : it has been written : ‘ To thee 
and to thy seed will I give this land.’ He 
said not: ‘and-to seed,’ as in many, but as 
in one, who is Christ.’’ Comp. also p. 618, 
and Homil. 9in Genes. Opp. II. p. 85; and 
earlier, Irenaeus, Haer. y. 32. 2; later, es- 
pecially Jerome. 

2 As to this form, which has preponder- 
ant attestation (Lachm. Tisch.), comp. on 
Rom. ix. 12; Kiihner, I. p. 810, ed. 2. 

3 Surenhusius, cataAa. p. 84 f. ; Schoettgen, 
Hor. p. 736; Dopke, Hermeneut. I. p. 176 ff. 

4In 1 Sam. viii. 15, DD Vi are segeles ves- 
trae, ‘‘ your crops.” 

5 Gen. iv. 25; 1 Sam. i. 11; Targ. Ps. xviii. 
26, where Isaac is called Abraham’s }) I. 
In the so-called Protevangelium also, Gen. 


iii. 15, the LXX. translators have referred 
onépua, seed,” to an individual (to a son) ; 
for they translate, avrés cov typycet kedadjy. 
But it does not thence follow that this sub- 
ject was the Messiah, to whom the TDW», 
correctly understood by the LXX., but 
wrongly by the Vulgate (conteret, *‘ bruise’’), 
isnot suitable. The Messianic reference of 
the passage lies in the enmity against the ser- 
pent here established as the expression of a 
moral idea, the final victorious issue of 
which was the subject-matter of the Mes- 
sianic hope, and was brought about through 
the work of the Messiah. Comp. Hengsten- 
berg, Christol. [. p. 26 ff.; Ewald, Jahrb. TI. 
p. 160f.; also Schultz, alttest. Theol. I. p. 466 f. 

8 See Geiger in the Zeitschr. d. morgeni. 
Gesellsch. 1858, p. 307 ff. 

7 Soph. O. C. 606. 1277; O. R. 1246; Aesch. 
Eum. 909. 

8 Comp. 4 Mace. xviii. 1: & Trav ‘ABpapatwy 
omeppatwyv amdyovo. matdses “IopanAtrat, meét- 
Segde TS vOuw TovT, *‘ children of Israel, de- 
scendants of the seeds of Abraham, obey 
this law.” 
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use of aiwara is analogous (comp. on John i. 13). Moreover, the original 
sense of these promises, and also the 7@ orépyare of the LXX., undoubtedly 
apply to the posterity of Abraham generally: hence it is only in so far as 
Christ is the theocratic culmination, the goal and crown of this series of 
descendants, that the promises were spoken to Him ; but to discover this 
reference in the singular kai tO orépuwati cov was a mere feat of the rabbini- 
cal subtlety, which was still retained by the apostle from his youthful cult- 
ure as a characteristic element of his national training, without detriment 
to the Holy Spirit which he had, and to the revelations which had been 
vouchsafed to him. Every attempt to show that Paul has not here allowed 
himself any rabbinical interpretation of this sort’ is incompatible with the 
language itself, and conflicts with the express 6¢ éorz Xpiord¢ ; which clear- 
ly shows that we are not to understand orepudrwv with éxi roAA@v, nor orép- 
uatog with é9’ évé¢ (Hofmann, Buhl), but that the contrast between many 
persons and one person is the point expressed. But the truth itself, which 
the gloss of the apostle is intended to serve, is entirely independent of this 
gloss, and rests upon the Messianic tenor of the promises in question, not on 
the singular 7@ oréppate. — ov Aéyer]| sc. [See Note XLVLI., p. 160.] Ged, which 
is derived from the historical reference of the previous éppé6ycar, so well 
known to the reader.” —é¢ én? rosddv] as referring to many individuals, in 
such a manner that He intends and desires to express a plurality of persons, 
On éxi, upon, that is, in reference to, with the genitive along with verbs of 
speaking, see Heindorf, ad Plat. Charm. p. 62; Bernhardy, p. 248 ; Ast. 
Lex. Plat. J. p. 767. — b¢ gore Xpioré6¢] which oxépua, denoting a single indi- 
vidual, is Christ. The feebly attested reading 6 is a mistaken grammatical 
alteration ; for how often does the gender of the relative correspond by at- 
traction to the predicative substantive.? Xpvordc is the personal Christ Jesus, 
not, as some, following Irenaeus * and Augustine,*® have explained it: Christ 
and His church,® or the church alone.". Such a mystical sense of Xpiotéc must 
necessarily have been suggested by the context (as in 1 Cor. xii. 12); here, 
however, the very contrast between roAAdv and évdc is decidedly against it.® 
Ver. 29 also is against, and not in favor of, this explanation ; because the 
inference of this verse depends on the very fact that Christ Himself is the 
orépua Tov ’ABp. (see on ver. 29). The whole explanation is a very superflu- 
ous device, the mistaken ingenuity of which (especially in the case of Tho- 
luck and Hofmann) appears in striking contrast to the clear literal tenor of 
the passage.® It is not, however, Christ in his pre-human existence, in so 


1See among recent expositors, particu- 
larly Philippi in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 1855, 
p. 519 ff. : comp. also Hengstenberg, Chris/ol. 
I. p. 50 f.; Tholuck, /.c., and Hofmann. 

2 Comp. Eph. iv. 8, v. 14. 

3 See Kiihner, IT. p. 505. 

4 Haer. v. 82. 2. 

5 Ad iii. 29, Opp. IV. p. 384. 

6 Beza, Gomarus, Crell, Drusius, Ham- 
mond, Locke, and others; also Tholuck, 
Olshausen, Philippi, /.c., Hofmann. 

7 Calvin, Clericus, Bengel, Ernesti, Diéder- 


lein, Nésselt, and others. 

8 See also vv. 19, 22, 24, 27, 28. 

® Tholuck holds that in ver. 16 Paul de- 
sired tv show that the promises could not 
possibly extend to ‘‘ the posterity of Abra- 
ham in every sense,” and that consequently 
the natural posterity was not included; 
that the singular points rather to a definite 
posterity, namely the believing. The latter 
are taken along with Christ as an unity, 
and, partly as the spiritual successors of 
the patriarch, partly in their oneness with. 
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far as He according to the Spirit already bore sway in the patriarchs (1 Cor. 
x. 1 ff.), who is here referred to, because it is only as the Adyo¢ évoapxoc, ‘‘ the 
incarnate word,” that He can be the descendant of Abraham (Matt. i. 1; 
Rom. i. 3). Comp. ver. 19. 

Ver. 17. Result of vv. 15 and 16, emphatically introduced by roiro dé Aéyo, 
but this which follows (see on 1 Cor, i. 12), J say as the conclusion drawn from 
what is adduced in vv. 15 and 16 : A covenant which has been previously made 
valid (vatified) by God, the law . . . does not annul. What covenant is here 
intended, is well known from the connection, namely, the covenant made 
by God with Abraham, through His giving to him, and to his omépya in- 
cluded along with him, the promises in Gen. xii. 8, xviii. 18 (ver. 8), xiii. 
15, xvii. 8 (ver. 16). The xipworc (comp. on ver. 15) is not any separate 
act following the institution of the covenant, but was implied in the very 
promises given : through them the covenant became valid. The zpo in 
mpoxexvp. 18 correlative with the subsequent pera, and therefore signifies : 
previously, ere the law existed. — 6 wera tetpaxdora k.t.A.| cannot be intended 
to denote a comparatively short time (Koppe), which is not suggested by 
the context ; but its purport is: The law, which came into existence 
so long a time after, cannot render invalid a covenant, which had been 
validly instituted so long previously by God and consequently had already 
subsisted so long. ‘‘ Magnitudo intervalli auget promissionis auctoritatem, ” 
“‘The greatness of the interval increases the authority of the promise,” 
Bengel. According to Hofmann, the statement of this length of time is in- 
tended to imply that the law was something new and different, which could 
not be held as an element forming part of the promise. But this was obvious 
of itself from the contrast between promise and law occupying the whole 
context, and, moreover, would not be dependent on a longer or shorter in- 
terval. With regard to the number 430, Paul gets it from Ex. xii. 40 (in 
Gen. xv. 13 and Acts vii. 6 the rownd number 400 is used) ; but in adopting 
it he does not take into account that this number specifies merely the dura- 
tion of the sojourn of the Israelites in Egypt. Consequently the number here, 
taken by itself, contains a chronological inaccuracy ; but Paul follows the 
statement of the LXX., which differs from the original text—the text of the 
LXX. being well known to and current among his readers—without entering 


the great Scion proceeding from his family, 
they constitute the descendants of Abra- 
ham. But in this case Paul, instead of ws 
émt toAAwv, must at least have written ws 
emt mavtwyv; instead of ws éf’ évds, ws émi 
tov évos; and instead of 6s éort Xpiords, he 
must have written 6 éorw 7 éxxAnoia avy 
Xpioro. — According to Hofmann, in loc. 
(not quite the same in his Schriftbew. IL. 1, 
p. 107 f.), Paul, following the analogy of 
Gen. iv. 25 and thinking in rots oméppacw of 
several posterities by the side of each other, 
lays stress on the oneness of Abraham’s pos- 
terity expressed in the singular, the expres- 
sion in the singular serving him only as the 
shortest means (?) for asserting a fact testi- 


fied to by Scripture generally ; but, on the 
other hand, he has, by means of estimating 
this unit of posterity tn the light of the his- 
tory of redemption, been able, and indeed 
obliged, to interpret 7@ omépyati gov as re- 
ferring to Christ, the promised Saviour, with- 
out thereby maintaining that this expression 
in the singular could signify only an individ- 
ual, and not a race of many members. But in 
this way everything which we are expected 
to read in the plain words is imported into 
them, and artificially imposed upon them, 
by the expositor. Besides, in Gen. iv. 25 
onéppma. €repov Means nothing more than an- 
other son. 
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further into this point of chronology, which was foreign to his aim. In Ex. 
xii. 40 the LXX. has 7 0é xatoixyjow tév vidv "lop. fv Kat@Knoav év yy Aly. Kai 
év yj Xavady, ‘‘ Now the sojourning of the children of Israel who dwelt in 
the land of Egypt, and in the land of Canaan was” (the words x. é. y. X. 
are wanting in the Hebrew), ér7 retpaxéova tpiaxovra, ‘‘four hundred and 
thirty years.” This text of the LXX. was based upon a different reckon- 
ing of the time—a reckoning which is found in the Samaritan text and in 
Joseph. Antt. ii. 15. 3.’ The interval between God’s promise to Abraham 
and the migration of Jacob to Egypt—an interval omitted in the 430 years 
—cannot indeed be exactly determined, but may be reckoned at about 200 
years ; so that, if Paul had wished to give on his own part a definition of 
the time, he would not have exceeded bounds with 600 years instead of 4380. 
The attempts to bring the 430 years in our passage into agreement with the 
430 years in Ex. xii. 40 are frustrated by the unequivocal tenor of both pas- 
sages.? —yeyovéc] is not said ad postponendam legem, ‘‘ for postponing the 
law” (see, on the contrary, John i. 17), as Bengel thinks (‘‘ non dicit data, 
quasi lex fuisset, antequam data sit,” ‘he does not say given, as though it had 
been law before it was given”) ; for every law only comes into existence as law 
with the act of legislation.—On axvpoi, invalidates, overthrows, comp. Matt. 
xv. 6; Mark vii. 13 ; 8 Esr. vi. 32 ; Diod. Sic. xvi. 24; Dion. H. vi. 78 ; 
and axvpov roveiv, in more frequent use among Greek authors. — ¢i¢ 7d xarapy. 
tay érayy.| Aim of the dxvpoi : in order to do away the promise (by which the 
d.abhxn was completed), to render it ineffective and devoid of result. 
Comp. Rom. iv. 14. ‘‘Redditur autem inanis, si vis conferendae haereditatis 
ab ea ad legem transfertur,” ‘‘ But it is rendered ineffectual, if the power of 
conferring the inheritance be transferred from it to the law,” Bengel. 
Observe once more the personification of the law. 

Ver. 18. ‘“‘I am right in denying, that through the law the dva6fxy passes 
out of force and the promise is to cease.” The proof depends on the anti- 
thetical relation between law and promise, whereby the working of the one 
excludes the like working of the other. or if the possession of the Messianic 
sulvation proceeds from the law, which must have been the case if God’s cove- 
nant with Abraham had lost its validity by means of the law, then this pos- 
session comes no longer from promise,—a case which, although necessary on that 
supposition, cannot occur, as is evident from the precedent of Abraham, to 
whom salvation was given by God through promise. The mode of conclu- 
sion adopted in Rom. iv. 14 is similar. — é« véyov] so that the law is the in- 
stitution which causes this result (in the way of following its command- 
ments). Comp. on év véum, ver. 11. — 7 KAnpovopia] the possession, nn, re- 
fers in the theocratic-historical sense of the O. T. to the land of Canaan and 


1 See Tychsen, Hac. X. p. 148. 

2 #.g., Grotius: The time in Ex. xii. 40 is 
reckoned from Abraham’s journey to Egypt. 
Perizonius, Orig. Aeg. 20; and Schoettgen, 
Hor. p. 736. The 430 years do not begin 
until after the period of the promises, that 
is, after the time of the patriarchs, and of 
Jacob in particular. Bengel, Ordo temp. 


162: The terminus a quo is the birth of 
Jacob. Comp. Olshausen: Paul reckons 
from Jacob and his journey into Egypt. In 
like manner Hofmann: The terminus a quo 
is the time ‘‘at which the promise given to 
Abraham was at all repeated ;”’ also Hauck : 
“From Jacob, as far as the pure, genuine 
onépua ABp. reached.’ 
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its several portions (Deut. iv. 21; Josh. xiii. 23) ; but in its N. T. sense, 
the conception of the «Anpovouia is elevated to the idea of its Messianic fulfil- 
ment (Matt. v. 5), so that the kingdom of the Messiah and the whole of its 
fulness of salvation and glory are understood thereby (1 Cor. vi. 9 ; Gal. v. 
21; Eph. v. 5 ; Acts xx. 32, e¢ al.).1 So also here ; and Paul uses this 
word (not 7 cwrnpia, 7} fof, or the like) because he has previously (see on 
ver. 16) referred to passages in which the xAypovouia (that is, according to 
this Christian idealizing of the O. T. historical sense : the kingdom of the 
Messiah) is promised. —oixér:] The one relation, if it exists, cancels the 
other. It is (in opposition to Koppe) the logical (not historical) no longer. 
Comp. Rom. vii. 17, xi. 6. —dv érxayyetiac] by means of promise, so that in 
his case the possession of the Messianic salvation is the fulfilment (by way 
of grace) of a promise, and not the possible result (by way of reward) of 
rendering prescribed services, and the like, which fall under the idea of the 
vojoc. — keydpiotat] sc. THY KAnpovouiav donavit (Vulgate), bestowed by way of 
gift (the contrast to o¢eiAnua, Rom. iv. 4, 16), namely, as a future possession 
to be realized at the time of the rapovoia (Matt. viii. 11). On yapifecba revi 1, 
comp. Rom.-viil. 32°; 1 Cor. ii. 12; Phil. i. 29, ii. 9; Acts xxvil. 24; 
Xen. Cyrop. viii. 6. 22 ; Polyb. xvi. 24. 9. Without supplying anything, 
Schott and Matthias render : To Abraham God has, through promise, been 
gracious. Oomp. Holsten : He has bestowed a favor on him. But the sup- 
plying of rv KAnpovouiav harmonizes best with the immediate context and 
the logical relation of the two divisions of the verse, the second of which 
forms the propositio minor, and therefore, like the major, must speak of the 
kAnpovouia.* Caspari,* following classical usage, but not that of the N. T., 
has wrongly taken xeydpiora: in a passive sense, so that God is conceived as 
the inheritance. This is in opposition to the context, and also against the 
view of the N. T. generally, according to which the «Anpovouia proceeds from 
God (Rom. viii. 17), and is not God Himself, but eternal life (ver. 21 ; Tit. 
ili. 7 ; Matt. xix. 29, e¢ al.), the kingdom of the Messiah (v. 21 ; 1 Cor. vi. 9, 
xv. 50 ; Jas. ii. 5), and its salvation (Rom. i. 16) and dominion (Rom. iv. 
Steer Mat eaves Oaeee nT will 2)). 

Ver. 19.4 After Paul has shown in vy. 15-18 that the law does not abol- 
ish the far earlier covenant of promise, he might very naturally be met by 
the inquiry, ‘‘ According to this view, then, what sort of end is left to 
be served by the law in connection with the history of salvation ?”’ Hence 
he himself raises this question and answers it. — ri ov 6 vduoc] sc. gore : how 
does it stand therefore (if it is the case that the law does not abolish the cov- 
enant of promise) with the law? A general question, in which, to judge 
from the answer that follows, the apostle had in view the purpose for which 
God gave the law. On the neuter 77, with a nominative following, comp. 1 
Cor. iii. 5 (in the correct reading) : ri oby Zor ’AroAAdc, ‘‘ What then is Apol- 
los 2?” and see Stallbaum, ad Gorg. p. 501 E; Bernhardy, p. 336 f. Follow- 


1 Comp. on Rom. iv. 13; Eph, i. 11. self-obvious, is not expressed. 
2 Ver. 18 is a syllogismus conditionalis, 3 In d. Strassb. Beitr. 1854, p. 206 ff. 
“ conditional syllogism,” of the nature of a 4On ver. 19, see Stélting, Beitrdge z. 


dilemma, the conclusion of which, because Huegese d. Paul. Br. 1869, p. 50 ff. 
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ing J. Cappellus, Schott (also Matthies, though undecidedly, Jatho and 
Wieseler) takes ri for dva ri ; very unnecessarily, however, and in opposition 
to the constant use of the ri ody so frequently recurring in Paul’s writings 
(Rom. iii. 1, iv., e¢ al.; comp. Gal. iv. 15). — trav rapaBdcewy yapw mpocetéby | 
Sor the sake of transgressions it was added ; that is, in order that the trans- 
gressions of the law might be brought out as real, it was, after the covenant 
of promise was already in existence, superadded to the latter (rapevo7Afer, 
Rom. v. 20). The law namely, because it gives occasion to the potency of 
sin in man to bring about in him all evil desire (Rom. vii. 5, 8), and never- 
theless is too weak as a counter-power to oppose this sinful development » 
(Rom. viii. 3), is the divayec rH¢ awaptiac (A Cor. xv. 56 ; and see Rom. vii. 
7 ff.); but sin—which, although existing since Adam (Rom. v. 18), is yet 
increased by that provocation of the law—has only come to assume the defi- 
nite character of rapa@uovc in virtue of the existence of the law and its rela 
tion thereto (Rom. iv. 15). The same purpose of the law is expressed in 
Rom. v. 20, but without the stricter definition of sin as rapéBacrce. Accord- 
ingly, rév zapaB. yap is not (with Wetstein) to be rationalized to this 
effect : ‘‘Lex sine dubio eo consilio lata est, ut servaretur, traxoye yapw ; 
vitio tamen hominum evenit, ut peccata multiplicarentur,” ‘‘ Without doubt 
the law was given to be kept, viz., for obedience ; by man’s fault, however, 
the result was that sins were multiplied.” This is in itself correct (comp. 
Rom. vii. 12), but is irrelevant here, where the point in question is the posi- 
tion of the law in connection with the divine plan of salvation, the final 
aim of which is redemption. The real idea of the apostle is, that the emer- 
gence of sins—namely, in the penal, wrath-deserving (Rom. iv. 15), moral 
form of transgressions—which the law brought about, was designed by God 
(who must indeed have foreseen this effect) when He gave the law, and de- 
signed in fact as a mediate end in reference to the future redemption ; for 
the evil was to become truly great, that it might nevertheless be outdone by 
grace (Rom. v. 20). The result, which the law, according to experience, 
has on the whole effected, and by which it has proved itself the divawce tHe 
duaptiag (comp. also 2 Cor. iii. 6), could not be otherwise than the aim of 
God.’ Luther (1519) strikingly remarks: ‘‘Ut remissio propter salutem, 
ita praevaricatio propter remissionem, ita lex propter transgressionem,” ‘‘as 
forgiveness on account of salvation, so violation of duty on account of for- 
giveness, and the law on account of forgiveness.” Observe, further, the 
article before rapaf3., which summarily comprehends, as having really that 
character, the transgressions arising and existing since the giving of the 
law.? Others? consider that by rév rapa. yap the recognition of sins is ex- 
pressed as the aim of the law.* But (1) this idea could not have been ex- 


p. 297. 
3 Some unexegetically combine the two ex- 


1Comp. Ritschl, p. 74 f.; Baur, neutest. 
Theol. p. 140 f.; Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hol- 


sten, Hofmann, Reithmayr, Matthias (who, 
however, assumes the intentional appear- 
ance of an ambiguity), Stolting, and others ; 
also Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 75; Lech- 
ler, apost. Zeit. p. 110. 

2 Comp. Holsten, z. Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. 


planations, as Bengel: ‘‘ut agnoscerentur 
et invalerescerent,” ‘‘that they might be 
acknowledged and gain strength.” 

*So Augustine, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, 
Calovius, Wolf, Schoettgen, Michaelis, 
Windischmann, and others; also Winer 
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pressed by the mere rév rapaB. yapw ; for although yépw is not always 
exclusively used in its original sense, for the sake of, in favor of, but may 
also be taken simply as on account of,’ still, in order to be intelligible, Paul 
must have written ri¢ éinvyvéoews tov rapaBdoewv ydpw as signifying : in 
order to bring sins to recognition as transgressions. And (2) the point of 
the recognition of sin was entirely foreign to this passage ; for in rév rapaf. 
xapv Paul desires to call attention to the fact that the law, according to the 
divine plan, was intended to produce exactly the objective, actual (not 
merely the subjective) opposite of the dicaiocbvn (comp. vv. 21, 22). On ac- 
count of this connection also the interpretation of many expositors, ‘‘ for re- 
pressing transgressions,” is wholly to be rejected, because opposed to the con- 
text.* This view is decidedly disposed of by the expression rapaBdcewr, since 
rapaBdoeve as such could only come into existence with the law (Rom. iv. 
15); previously there were sins, but no transgressions,—a view with which 
Rom. yv. 14 does not conflict, because the matter in question there is the 
transgression of a quite definite, positive command of God. The two last 
interpretations are combined by Flatt and Schott, as also by Reiche, follow- 
ing older expositors,* — a course inconsistent with hermeneutical principles 
in general, and here in fact involving an amalgamation of two erroneous views. 
[See Note XLVILI., p. 160. ] — rpoceré6n] it was added, is not inconsistent with 
what was said in ver. 15, ovdeic . . . émidtatdooera, because in the latter gen- 
eral proposition under oideic third persons are thought of. The law, more- 
over, was not given as éridcaljxn (See on ver. 15), but as another institution, 
which, far from being a novella to the diafhxn, was only to be a temporary 
intermediate measure in the divine plan of salvation, to minister to the final 
fulfilment of the promise. See the sequel, and comp. Rom. v. 20, x. 4. — 
aypic ov éA0n 76 orépua.c.t.A.] terminus ad quem, ‘‘ goal,” of the merely provis- 
ional duration of this added institute. But these words are neither to be 
connected, in disregard of their position, with diarayeic,* nor to be placed in 
a parenthesis ; for the construction is not interrupted. As to dypic ov éAbn, 
usque dum venerit, ‘until it should come,” comp. on Rom, xi. 25. Accord- 
ing to the general usage of the N. T.,° the subjunctive, and not the optative, ° 
is used. Paul has not put av, because there was no idea in his mind of any 
circumstances which could have hindered the event.’ ato onépua © érnyy. | 


Riickert, Olshausen, Neander, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, de Wette, Baur, Ewald (‘‘in order 


(“ut manifestam redderet atque ita argue- 
ret illam, quam Judaei peccando sibi con- 


trahebant, culpam,” “to render manifest 
and so to convict of that guilt which the 
Jews by sinning had contracted ”’). 

1 Bllendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 947, appropriate- 
ly remarks: ‘‘ xéprv cum genitivo dictum: 
in gratiam alicuius, inde alicuius aut hom- 
inis aut rei causa significans, quamquam 
minime semper gratia adsignificatur, quae 
Ammonii doctrina est, p. 53.”” Comp. 
1 John iii. 12. 

2So0 Jerome, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Grotius, Zachariae, 
Semler, Morus, Koppe,Rosenmiiller, Paulus, 


9 


to punish them more strictly’) ; also Messner, 
Lehre d. Ap. p. 222, and Hauck, comp. 
Buhl; several, such as Grotius and Riick- 
ert, think that the inclination to Egyptian 
idolatry is chiefly referred to. 

3 Comp. also Matthies. 

4 Hofmann. 

5 Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 198. 

6 Matthiae, p. 1158. 

7 See Stallbaum, ad Phaed. p. 62 C; Her- 
mann, de part. av, p. 110 ff.: Hartung, Parti- 
kell. 11. p. 291 ff. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 26. 
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that is, Ohrist, whose advent, according to ver. 16, necessarily brought with 
it the fulfilment of the promise. The dative, however, does not stand for 
ele 6v,! but just as, in ver. 16: to whom the promise was made. — énqyyeArat] 
not promiserat, ‘‘had promised,” ? comp. Rom. iv. 21, Heb. xii. 26; but pro- 
missio facta est, ‘‘the promise was made” (2 Macc. iv. 27), because thus it is 
not requisite to supply @eéc, and the expression corresponds very naturally 
with éppéOjoav ai érayyeAia in ver. 16. Hence also it is superfluous to supply 
% KAnpovouia (Ewald). —dsarayele dv ayyéiuv év x. weo.| the mode in which 6 
vouoc mpoceréOn, or the form of this act : having been ordained through angels, 
etc. On dvatdocew véduov, comp. Hesiod, épy. 274. The simple rdccew vépov 
is more frequently used, as in Plat. Legg. p. 863 D. It means to ordain a 
lan, that is, to issue it for obedience, not to arrange it for publication (Stolt- 
ing), so that the angels would be described here as the diaskeuastai, 
‘‘revisers,”” of the law,—an idea which has no support anywhere, and would 
run counter to the view of the directly divine origin of the law (Ex. xxxi. 
18, xxxii. 16 ; Deut. ix. 10). As to the use of the aorist participle in the 
language of narration, see Hermann, ad Viger. p. 774 ; Bernhardy, p. 383. 
The tradition that the divine promulgation of the law took place amidst the 
ministry of angels, is first found in the LXX., Deut. xxxili. 2 (not in the 
original text) [See Note XLVIII., p. 160] ; then in Heb. ii. 2, Acts vii. 38, 
58, Joseph. Antt. xv. 5. 3, and in the Rabbins, and also in the Samaritan 
theology.? Because the tradition itself and its antiquity are thus beyond 
doubt, and there is no warrant for supposing that Paul did not know it or 
was not likely to adopt it (as, indeed, he adopted other traditional teach- 
ings, 1 Cor. x. 4, 2 Cor. xii. 2), it is a mere mistaken evasion to explain did 
as inter, ‘‘among,” or coram, ‘‘in presence of,” 4 which would have ultimately 
to be referred to the idea ‘‘ by the mediation of” (as 2 Tim. ii. 2). Thesame 
remark applies to the view which looks upon the ayyéAwv even as men, like 
Moses and Aaron ;° Chrysostom left it optional to understand it either 
of priests or of angels. As to the monstrous amplifications which this 
tradition of the agency of the angels underwent at the hands of the 
later Rabbins, see Eisenmenger, entdecktes Judenth. I. p. 309 f. Paul 
does not look upon the angels as authors of the law,°—as is certain 
from the whole view taken in biblical history of the law generally 
as divine,” and here especially is all the more decidedly indicated by 
the use of the dvd (and not tré), for every reader in fact conceived 
of the angels as ministering spirits of God,* who accompanied the Lord 
appearing in majesty ; and consequently no one could attach any other 
sense to did than ‘‘ministerio angelorum,” ‘‘ by the ministry of angels,’ 
which is clear as the meaning in Heb. ii. 2 from ia rot xvpiov in ver, 


1 Winer, Usteri. Keil and Tzschirner’s Anal. IV. p. 189 ff., 


2 Vulgate, Bengel, Flatt, Hofmann. 

3 Comp. on Acts vii. 53; Delitzsch, on 
Hebr. ii. 2. 

4 Calovius, Loesner, Morus. 

5 Zeger, and revived by Cassel, d. Mittler 
e. emeg. Versuch, 1855. 

* As held by Schulthess, Voigtlander in 


and Huth, Commentat. Altenb. 1854. 

7 See the apostle’s own designation of the 
law as véuos Med, Rom. vii. 22, 25, and as 
ypahy, vers. 10, 13, iv. 21 f., ef al. 

® Comp. LXX. Deut. xxxiii. 2: é« Sekar 
avtTod &yyedou mer’ avTod, “from his right hand 
the angels with him.” 


SS 
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3. —ép yeipt jecitov'] For Moses received the tables of the law from God, 
and carried them down to the people. Thus in the legislation he was the 
middle person between the Giver of the law and its recipients ; with the tables 
in his hand, he was God’s envoy to Israel, acting between the two parties. 
On account of this historical circumstance (Ex. xxxi. 18, xxxii. 15), év yeupi 
is to be understood not merely as a vivid mode of designating the mediation 
(22), but quite literally.? In the N. T. the designation of Moses as peoirne 
forms the basis of the expression in Heb. viii. 6, ix. 15, xii. 24 ; and on the 
subject itself, comp. Acts vii. 38. This designation does not occur in the 
O. T. or in the Apocrypha ; but by the Rabbins Moses is called mediator 
NOD, \YIO&, also mw.s The better known and the more celebrated Moses 
was as mediator of the law,‘ the more decidedly must we reject every in- 
terpretation in which the eoit7¢—not more precisely defined by Paul, but 
presumed to have its historical reference universally familiar —is not refer- 
red to Moses. This applies not only to the view of most of the Fathers,® 
who, following 1 Tim. ii. 5, Heb. viii. 6, ix. 15, xii. 24, take the Mediator 
to be Christ,® but also to Schmieder’s view,” that an angel is intended—the 
angel of the law, who, according to Jewish theology, had the special duty of 
teaching Moses the law. Certainly the Rabbins speak of an angel of the 
law ;* but this part of their teaching cannot be shown to have existed in 
the time of the apostles, nor can it find a biblical basis in the passages quoted 
by Schmieder (Ex. xix. 19 f., xx. 18, xxxiii. 11; Num. xii. 5-8; Deut. v. 
4 f.; also Ex. xxxiii. 18-23, xl. 35 ; Deut. xxxiii. 2; Ps. Ixviii. 18 ; Acts 
vii. 53 ; Mal. iii. 1). See also, in opposition to Schmieder,’ especially Lticke 
in the Stud. u. Krit. p. 97 f. — The object for which Paul has added sdtarayete 
. . « pecirov, is not to convey the impression of an inferior, subordinate position 
held by the law in comparison with that of the gospel or that of the promise, 
inasmuch as the former was ordained not directly by God, but through 
angels and a mediator.” [See Note XLIX., p. 161.] (Luther, Elsner, Wolf, 


1 weoitys is a word that belongs to the 1826. 


later Greek (Polyb., Lucian, e/ w.). Comp. 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 121. It occurs in the 
LXX. only in Job ix. 33. : 

2 Comp. Ex. xxxii. 15; Lev. xxvi. 46. 

3 See Schoettgen, Hor. p. 738 f.; Wet- 
stein, p. 224. Comp. Philo, de vita Mos. Il. 
p. 678 f. A; and on the matter itself, Deut. 
y. 5; also Joseph. Antz. ili. 5. 3. 

4 Comp. Aboth R. Nath. i. 1, “ Legem, 
quam Deus Israelitis dedit, non nisi per 
manus Mosis dedit,” ‘ the land which God 
gave to the Israelites only by the hands of 
Moses.”’ 

5 Origen, Athanasius, Ambrose, Jerome, 
Augustine, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theo- 
phylact ; so also Beza, Lyra, Erasmus, Cal- 
vin, Pareus, Calovius, and others. 

6 So also very recently Culmann, zwmn 
Verstiindn. der Worte Gal, iii. 20, Strassb. 
1864. 

7 Nova interpr. Gal. iii. 19, 20, Numburg. 


§ He was called Jefifia; see Jalkut Rubeni, 
f. 107. 3. 

® With whom Schneckenburger agrees. 
See on ver. 20. 

10Tuther, 1538: “‘ Lex est servorum vox, 
evangelium Domini,” ‘‘The law is the 
word of servants; the gospel, that of the 
Lord.’”’ Hofmann: Paul gives his readers 
to understand that the event of the giving of 
the law was no fulfilment of the promise (see, 
however, on ver. 20). Bengel: God com- 
mitted the law to angels, ‘‘ quasi alienius 
quiddam et severius,” ‘‘as though more re- 
mote and severe.’’ Buhl confines himself to 
saying that Paul wished to represent the 
difference between the mode of revelation 
in the case of the law and that of the cove- 
nant of promise. But the question regard- 
ing the purpose of this representation as 
bearing on the apostle’s argument thus 
remains unanswered, According to Hilgen- 
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Estius, Semler, Rosenmiiller, Tychsen, Flatt, Riickert, Usteri, de Wette, 
Baur, Ewald, Hofmann, Reithmayr, Hauck, and others ; comp. also Olshau- 
sen, and Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 77 ; Vogel in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, 
p- 580), but its object is to enable the reader to realize the glory of the law in 
the dignity and formal solemnity of its ordination.’ It may be decisively 
urged in favor of the latter view, (1) that, if the mention of the angels was in- 
tended to suggest a lower relation in comparison with a higher, this higher re- 
lation must have been distinctly expressed (asin Heb. ii. 2), or at least must 
have been quite definitely discoverable from the immediate context (by the 
addition of a zévev perhaps, or the like). Regarded in themselves, the ap- 
pearance of angels and the agency of angels (comp. also i. 8) are always 
conceived as something majestic and glorifying,* even in respect to Christ,’ 
and especially in respect to the law,* the bestowal of which was one of the 
high divine distinctions of Israel.° Just as little can it be said (2) that év yezpi 
eoirov is » Gepreciatory statement, for in fact the gospel also is given év yevpi 
ueoitov ; to which argument the objection cannot be made, that the Media- 
tor of the gospel, as the Son of God, is far more exalted than the mediator 
af the law : for év yecpi veo. ov does not state at all what kind of mediator it 
was who intervened in the promulgation of the law, but leaves the dignity 
or lowliness of his person entirely out of view, and asserts only that a medi- 
ator was employed in the giving of the law ; so that in respect of this rela- 
dion regarded by itself there was no qualitative difference between the law 
and the gospel : both were mediated, given through the hand of a mediator. 
By way of comparison and contrast with the gospel, év yerpi avfpdorov or some 
such expression must have been used, whereby the mediation of the law 
would be characterized as inferior to that of the gospel. Lastly, (8) it by no 
means formed a part of the plan and object of the aposele vo depreciate the 
raw as a less divine institution,—a course which, besides being iuconsistent 
with his recognition of the law elsewhere,* would have been even anwise in 
dealing with zealots for the law ; whereas it was in the highest degvee ap- 
propriate to acknowledge the high dignity of the law as evinced in the raaj- 
esty and solemn formality of its promulgation, and then to show that it had 
by no means cancelled the promises. Thus the glory of the law glorified the 
covenant of promise, while the apostle’s opponents could not find any antag- 
onism to that law. In opposition to these arguments, the appeal to 6 Oedc, 
ver. 20,” has the less weight, because in rpooeré6y and dvatayeic (ver. 19) God 
in fact is obviously the acting subject, and the promise also was expressed 
passively by éxfhyyeAta (without Oedc). According to Holsten, z. Huang. d. 
Paul. u. Petr. p. 299 ff., Paul intends to express ‘‘the pneumatic truth," 


feld, Paul’s intention was to detach as far 
as possible the origin of the law from the 
supreme God ; and in this respect also he 
was the precursor of Gnosticism. 

1 So Calvin and others, including Winer, 
Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, Wieseler, Mat- 
thias ; comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 284. 

2 Hence we must not say with Schmid, 
bibl. Theol. II. p. 280, that the intention was 


to intimate that the giving of the law was 
not “the absolute normal act’ of the divine 
economy. 

3 Matt. xxiv. 31, xxv. 31; Johni. 52; 1 Tim 
iii. 16, e¢ al. 

4 LXX. Deut. xxxiii. 2; Acts vii. 38, 53. 

5 Rom. ix. 4. 

6 Rom. vii. 12-25. 

7 Usteri, Schneckenburger, de Wette. 
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that, in the purpose of God, the significance of the law in the economy of 
salvation was to be that of amediator, viz., between promise and fulfilment. 
But if this were so, how wonderfully would Paul have concealed his 
thoughts ! He must have said that this mediatorial position of the law ez- 
habited itself in the form of its bestowal ; for this in itself, and apart from 
any other intimation, could in no way be known to the reader, to whom 
angelic and mediatorial agency presented themselves only as historically 
familiar attributes of the majesty and divinity of the law. The law itself 
would not be placed by these attributes in the category of the pecirnc. Nor 
is Stélting’s view more worthy of acceptance, who, in dsatay. dv ayyéAwr, de- 
tects the idea: ‘‘in order that the Jews might obtain the blessing of Abraham” 
(Heb. i. 14), and explains év yevpi yecirov to mean that the law served as an 
instrument to the mediator for reconciling discordant parties with one another 
(and these parties are alleged to have been the Jews and Gentiles). These 
two ideas, which are only ina very indirect way compatible with the scope 
of the Pauline teaching as to the relation of the law to the gospel, or with 
history itself, could not have been found out by the readers, especially after 
ver. 18, and after rév rapaBdc. yap, and would have needed a more precise 
explanation in what reference they were to be taken. In unison with the 
history of the giving of the law, which was familar to every reader, the two 
points could only be understood as reminiscences of the historical circum- 
stances in question ; and peoiry¢ in particular could not be conceived as a 
reconciling mediator, but only in the sense conveyed in Acts vii. 38. 

Ver. 20 down to py yévorro, ver. 21. “ But from the fact that the law was 
ordained through a mediator, it must not at all be concluded that it is opposed to 
the promises of God.” The expression just used, év yerpi yecitov, might pos- 
sibly be turned to the advantage of the law and to the prejudice of the 
promises, in this way, that it might be said : ‘Since the idea of a mediator 
supposes not one subject, to whom his business relates, but more than one, 
who have to be mutually dealt with, and yet God (who gave the law through 
a mediator) is one, so that there could not be one God who gave the law and 
another who gave the promises (for there are not more Gods than one); it 
might possibly be concluded that, because the law was ordained by God in 
a different way from the promises,—namely, by the calling in of a mediator 
acting between the two parties,—the earlier divine mode of justification 
(that of faith) opened up in the promises was abolished by the law, and in- 
stead of it, another and opposite mode of justification (that of the works of 
the law) was opened up by God.” Paul conceives the possibility of this 
inference, and therefore brings it forward, not, however, as an objection on 
the part of opponents, but as his own reflection ; hence he expresses the 
concluding inference, 6 oby véuoc «.7.4., in an interrogative form, to which 
he thereupon replies by the disclaimer, 7 yévorro. The explanation of the 
words, which in themselves are simple enough, is accordingly as follows : 
“¢ But the mediator—not to leave unnoticed an inference which might possi- 
bly be drawn to the prejudice of the promises from the év yevpi yeoirov just 
said—but the mediator, that is, any mediator, does not belong to a single person, 
but intervenes between two or more ; God, on the other hand, 1s a single per- 
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son, and nota plurality. Is it now—when these two propositions are applied 
in concreto to the law and the promises—is it now to be thence inferred that the 
law, which was given through a mediator, and in which therefore there took 
part more subjects than one, in point of fact two (namely, God and Israel), 
between whom the mediator had to deal, 7s opposed to the divine promises, in 
which the same one God, who in the case of the law acted through a medi- 
ator and so implied two parties, acted directly ? God forbid! From this 
point of difference in the divine bestowal of the law and the promises, by 
no means is any such conclusion to be arrived at to the prejudice of the lat- 
ter, as if now, through the law mediatorially given by the one God, another 
divine mode of justification were to be made valid.” In this view, ver. 20 
contains two loci communes, from the mutual relation of which in reference 
to the two concreta under discussion (the law and the promises) in ver. 21 a 
possible inference is supposed to be drawn, and proposed by way of ques- 
tion for a reply. The dé is in both cases adversative : the first introducing 
a supposed objection, and the second an incidental point belonging to this 
objection, the relation of which incidental point to the first proposition 
strengthens the doubt excited ; 6 wecirm¢ denotes the mediator absolutely as 
genus (‘* quae multa sunt cunctis in unum colligendis,” Hermann, ad Iph. 
Aul. p. 15, pref.): évdc obk éorw is predicate, negativing the évéc eiva as re- 
gards the mediator, with emphatic stress laid on the prefixed évé¢ (not on 
the ov«, as Hofmann thinks), and évé¢ is masculine,’ without requiring any- 
thing to be supplied : ei¢ éo7vv is predicate, and cic, in conformity with the 
axiom of monotheism here expressed, is used quite in the same purely nwmer- 
ical sense as évéc previously. Lastly, in the interrogative inference, ver: 21, 
6 véuog is used, as the close annexation by ody sufficiently indicates, in pre- 
cise correlation to 6 yeoitne in ver. 20 (for the law was given through a medi- 
ator, ver. 19), and trav érayyeddv Tod Ocod to © éerfyyeAta, ver. 19 ; but the 
emphasis in this question of ver. 21 is laid upon xara, for Paul will not allow 
it to be inferred from the two propositions expressed in ver. 20 (uj yévorro), 
that the law stood in arelation to the promises which was antagonistic to them 
and opposed to their further validity as regards justification. — The numer- 
ous different interpretations of this passage—and it has had to undergo above 
250 of them—have specially multiplied in modern times : for the Fathers of 
the Church pass but lightly over the words which in themselves are clear, 
without taking into consideration their difficulties in relation to the general 
scope of the passage,—mostly applying the 6 dé pecitne évdc odk éotiv, taken 
correctly and generally, to Christ,? who is the Mediator between God and 


1 Not neuter, as Holsten takes it, although 
6 5€ @eds els éorty which follows can only 
indicate the masculine. Holsten, not with- 
standing all his subtle acuteness, errs also 
in making the law itself, in opposition to 


promise, but between the two component 
parts of the latter (the giving of the 
promise and its fulfilment), and that God’s 
one saving will reveals itself in the promise 
and its two parts. See, in opposition to 


the tenor of the words, to be the heairys (see 
on ver. 19), and in explaining the predicate 
ets attached to o @eds in the sense of the im- 
mutability of the divine will ; holding that 
the law stands, not in unity with the 


Holsten, Hilgenfeld in his Zeétschr. 1860, 
p. 280 ff. 

2 Jerome, however, explains the passage 
as referring to the two natures of Christ: 
“manu mediatoris potentiam et virtutem 
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man, and partly casting side-glances at the opponents of Christ's divinity ;? 
although a diversity of interpretation (some referring peoirye to Moses, and 
others to Christ) is expressly mentioned by Oecumenius. Although no spe- 
cial dogmatic interest attached to the passage, nevertheless in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries (see Poole’s Synopsis) the variety of inter- 
pretations was already such that almost every interpreter of importance 
(yet, as a rule, without polemical controversy, because the dogmatic ele- 
ment did not come into play) took a way of his own. It became, how- 
ever, still greater after the middle of the eighteenth century (especially after 
grammatico-historical exegesis gained ground, but with an abundant in- 
termixture of its philological aberrations), and is even now continually 
increasing. How often have the most mistaken fancies and the crudest 
conjectures sought to gain acceptance in connection with our passage, 
the explanation of which was regarded as a feat of exegetical skill !? It is 
enough that out of the multitude of various interpretations—omitting the 
criticism in detail of the earlier views down to Keil *—we specify the more 


ejus debemus accipere, qui cum secun- 
dum: Deum unum sit ipse cum Patre (6 dé 
@cds, as God), secundum mediatoris officium 
(o 5€ weoitns) alius ab eo intelligitur,” ‘“‘ By 
the hand of a Mediator we ought to under- 
stand the power and virtue of Him who ac- 
cording to God is understood as one with 
the Father, but in His office of mediator 
is understood as other than Him” (évos ov« 
éortv)! Theodoret understands 0 Sé wears 
definitely of Moses, who intervened be- 
tween God and the people (évos ov éorwv), 
but holds that 6 5€ @eds els éorw affirms 
that it is one and the same God who 
first gave the promises to Abraham, then 
gave the law, and now has shown the 
goal (7d mépas) of the promises. Meairns is 
explained as referring to Moses by Genna- 
dius in Oecumenius (p. 742 C); on the 
other hand, Chrysostom and Theophylact 
take as a basis the conclusion, ore kat 
6 Xpiaorods S¥0 Tivdv eater peaitys, Yeod dynAady 
kai avdperwv, ‘* so that Christ is Mediator of 
two, manifestly of God and men” (Theo- 
phylact).—Among modern Catholic exposi- 
tors, Windischmann and Bisping have close- 
ly followed Jerome in the reference of the 
second half of the verse to the two natures 
of Christ. The meaning is supposed to 
amount to this, that the promise was direct- 
ly addressed from God to God (.¢.,to Christ), 
and the passage is thus a locus classicus in 
Savor of the divinity of Christ. Not so 
Reithmayr, who in substance follows the 
interpretation of Theodoret. 

1 See Chrysostom. 

2 For a general view of the mass of inter- 
pretations, the following works are of ser- 
vice :—Koppe, Hwxe. VII. p. 128 ff. ed. 3: Bo- 


nitz, Plurimor. de 1. Gal. iii. 20 sententiae ex- 

aminatae novaque ejus interpr. tentata, Lips. 

1800 ; also his Spicileg. observatt. ad Gal. iii. 
20, Lips. 1802: Anton, Diss, 7. Gad. iii. 20 cri- 

tice, historice, et exeg. tract. in Pott’s Sylloge, 

V. p. 141 ff. : Keil (seven programmes), in 

his Opuse. I. p. 211 ff.: Winer, Hxc. III. : 

Schott, p. 455 ff.: Wieseler, and de Wette 

ed. MOller, én loc. 

3 Luther, 1519: ‘‘Ex nomine mediatoris 
concludit, nos adeo esse peccatores, ut legis 
opera satis esse nequeant. Si, inquit, lege 
justi estis, jam mediatore non egetis, sed 
neque Deus, cum sit ipse unus, secum op- 
time conveniens. Inter duos ergo quaeri- 
tur mediator, inter Deum et hominem, ac si 
dicat ; impiissima sit ingratitudo si media- 
torem rejicitis, et Deo, qui unus est, remit- 
titis,” ete., ‘‘ From the name of Mediator 
he concludes that we are sinners in such 
way as to be unable to fulfil the works of 
the law. If, said he, ye are just by the law, 
ye do not need now a Mediator, and God, 
since He is one, is not self-consistent. A Me- 
diator, therefore, is required between two, 
viz., between God and man, as though he 
were to say: Most godless would be your in- 
gratitude if you reject a mediator, and to 
God, who is one, you remit,’”’etc. Erasmus 
in his Paraphr., understanding Christ as re- 
ferred to (in the Annotat. he says nothing 
at all about the passage) : “‘ Atqui concilia- 
tor, et, si intercedit, inter plures intercedat 
oportet ; nemo enim secum ipse dissidet. 
Deus autem unus est, quocum dissidium 
erat humano generi. Proinde tertio quo- 
piam erat opus, qui naturae utriusque par- 
ticeps utramque inter sese reconciliaret 
Deum placans sua morte, et homines sua 
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recent literature, and adduce the following : 1. Keil, who comes nearest to 
our view, explains thus (see Opuse. I. p. 365 ff.) : ‘‘ Meditatorem quidem non 
unius sed duarum certe partium esse, Dewm autem, qui Abrahamo beneficir 


doctrina ad verum Dei cultum pelliciens,”’ 
“But the conciliator, who intercedes, must 
intercede among a number; for no one 
disagrees with himself. God, however, 
with whom there was disagreement as re- 
spected the human race, is one. Hence 
there was need of a third participant of 
both natures to reconcile both with one 
another, appeasing God by his death, and 
alluring men by his doctrine to the true 
worship of God.” Calvin also, explaining 
the passage of Christ, considers : ‘‘ diversi- 
tatem hic notari inter Judaeos et gentiles. 
Non unius ergo mediator est Christus, quia 
diversa est conditio eorum, quibuscum 
Deus, ipsius auspiciis, paciscitur, quod ad 
externam personam. YVerum P. inde aesti- 
mandum Dei foedus negat, quasi secum 
pugnet aut varium sit pro hominum diver- 
sitate,’’ ‘‘Here the diversity between Jews 
and Gentiles is noted. Christ, therefore, 
is not a mediator of one, because diverse 
isthe condition of those with whom God, 
by His tokens, makes a covenant as to 
the outward person. But Paul denies that 
God's covenant is to be thence estimated 
as though it were inconsistent or various in 
accordance with the diversity of men.” 
Castalio gives the sense of the words cor- 
rectly : ‘‘Sequester autem internuntius est 
duorum, qui inter sese aliquid paciscuntur: 
atqui Deus unus est, non duo,” “‘ A media- 
tor is a messenger between two who make 
some covenant with one another: but God 
is one, nottwo;’’ but then draws therefrom 
the strange inference: “‘itaque necesse est 
Mosen Dei et Israelitarum internuntium 
fuisse, nec enim potest Dei et Dei internun- 
tius fuisse, cum duo Dei non sint,” “It was 
necessary, therefore, for Moses to be a 
mediator between God and the Israelites ; 
for he could not have been a mediator be- 
tween God and God, since there are not 
two gods;’’ and from this again he infers 
that both parties had thus promised some- 
thing, God promising life and the Israelites 
obedience ; and lastly, with equal arbitrari- 
ness : “ nunc quoniam legi parere nequeunt, 
supplicio sunt obnoxii,’’ ‘‘ Since, now, they 
cannot obey the law, they are subject to 
punishment.”? Grotius (comp. Beza): ‘‘Non 
solet sequester se interponere inter eos, qui 
unum sunt (evds, neuter), i.e. bene conve- 
niunt; Deus sibi constat,” *‘ A mediator is 
not accustomed to interpose between those 
who are one (évos, neuter gender), z.e., those 


who well agree. God is self-consistent ;’’ 
from which he arbitrarily infers: ‘‘quare 
nisi homines se mutassent, nunquam opus 
fuisset mediatore neque tum neque nunc,” 
‘‘ Wherefore, unless men had changed, there 
would never have been need of a mediator, 
whether then or now.’’ Comp. Schoettgen, 
who, however, assumes the first part of the 
verse to be an objection on the part of the 
Jews,and 0 6é @eds eis éotv to be Paul’s reply. 
Wolf, although referring weoirov in ver. 19 
to Moses, yet in ver. 20 understands peoitns 
of Christ: “Mlle vero mediator (qui impri- 
mis hic respiciendus est) unius non est (sed 
duorum), quorum unus est Deus,” “But 
that mediator who must here be especially 
regarded is not of one, but of two, one of 
whom is God.” Clarke, who understands 
weoit, in ver. 19 as referring to Christ: 
“Quilibet vero weoirns est duarum partium. 
Deus est una pars. Ergo quorum erit Chris- 
tus mediator nisi Dei et hominum?”’ ‘‘ But 
every mediator is of two parts. Godis one 
part. Of whom, therefore, will Christ be 
mediator, unless of God and men?” Ben- 
gel discovers the syllogism : Unus non utitur 
mediatore illo (i.e., quisquis est unus, is non 
prius sine mediatore, deinde idem per me- 
diatorem agit); atqui Deus est unus (non 
est alius Deus ante legem, alius deinceps, 
sed unus idemque Deus); ergo mediator 
Sinaiticus non est Dei sed legis, Dei autem 
promissio,”’ ‘One does not use that medi- 
ator (i.¢., whoever is one, does not act first 
without a mediator, and then do the same 
through amediator) ; but God is one (there 
is not one God before the law, and another 
after the law, but God is one and the 
same); the Sinaitic mediator, therefore, is 
not of God, but of the law, while the prom- 
ise is of God.’”? Wetstein: ‘‘Sicut quando 
arbitrum vel medium vel sequestrum dici- 
mus, intelligimus ad officium ejus pertinere, 
ut non uni tantum partium faveat, sed 
utrique sese aequum praebeat; ita etiam 
quando Deum dicimus, intelligimus non 
Judaorum solum, sed omnium hominum 
patrem. Undestatim colligitur, Mosen, qui 
inter Judaeos solum et Deum medius fuit, 
non veri nominis medium fuisse, sed a 
bonitate Dei expectari debere alium, totius 
humani generis negotium gerentem, i.e. 
Christum,’’ ‘‘ As when we speak of an ar- 
biter or medium or mediator, we under- 
stand that it pertains to his office to 
favor not only one of the parties, but to 


CHAP. III., 20, 21. : 137 
aliquid promiserit, unum modo fuisse ; hineque apostolum id a lectoribus suis 
colligt voluisse, in lege ista Mos. pactum mutwum Deum inter atque populum 
Israelit. mediatoris opera intercedente initum fuisse, contra vero in promissione 
rem ab unius tantum (Det sc., quisolus eam dederit) voluntate pendentem trans- 
actam, hineque legi isti nihil plane cum hac rei fuisse, adeoque nec potuisse eu 
novam ulius promissionis implendae conditionem constitui, eoque ipso promis- 
stonem hane omnino tolli,” ‘‘That a mediator indeed is not of one, but 
certainly of two parties, but that God, who had promised some benefit to 
Abraham, was only one ; hence that the apostle wished it to be inferred by 
his readers that in the law of Moses a mutual agreement had been made be- 
tween God and the Israelitish people by the intervention of a mediator ; 
but, on the other hand, that what is comprised in the promise is dependent 
upon the will of only one (viz., of God, who alone has given it), and hence 
that the law and the contents of the promise are entirely different, and, ac- 
cordingly the new condition of the fulfilment of this promise, could not be 
fixed, and by this very means the promise be altogether withdrawn.” But 
(a) to take the second half of the verse not generally, like the first, but his- 
torically, as if 7 was written, is an arbitrary deviation from the parallelism ; 
and (0) the conclusion professedly to be drawn by the reader, hincque legi isti 
nihil, ‘hence that law,” etc., is quite without warrant, for Paul himse’f puts 
as a question in ver. 21 the inference which he conceives may be possibly 
drawn from ver, 20. 2. Schleiermacher’s explanation is essentially sim- 


etc. ?” “‘ But is not this one”’ (Moses) ‘‘the 
mediator of him who is immutable? Minor 
premise: But God is immutable. Conclu- 
sion: Can the law then be against,” etc. 
Gabler (Prolus. ad Gal. iii. 20, 1787) has the 


show himself just to both; so also when 
we speak of God, we understand the Father 
not alone of the Jews, but of all men. 
From this the inference is immediate that 
Moses, who was mediator between the 


Jews only and God, was not one of true 
name, but that from the goodness of God 
another ought to be expected to act for 
the entire human race, i.e., Christ.’’ Mi- 
chaelis (following Locke): ‘‘ But this law 
cannot, in respect to the Gentiles, alter any- 
thing in the former covenant of God. For 
one of the parties who had a share in this 
covenant, namely, the Gentiles, had not 
empowered Moses as a mediator and knew 
nothing of him; but God Himself is only 
one party, and cannot alter His covenant 
through a mediator appointed on one side 
only.’? Nosselt (Hxercitatt. ad s. s. interpr. 
p. 143 ff.) and Rosenmiiller: ‘‘ lle autem 
(Moses nempe) mediator illius unius (prolis 
Abrahamicae, the Christians /) non est, Deus 
autem est unus (communis omnium) Deus.” 
‘ But he’’ (viz. Moses) ‘‘is not the mediator 
of that one” (viz., the offspring of Abraham) 
“but God is one” (i.e. common to all).” 
Morus, interpreting it as a syllogism with 
an interrogative major: ‘‘ Hic vero (Moses) 
nonne est mediator ejus, qui immutabilis est ? 
Subsumtio; atgui vero Deus est immutabilis, 
Conclusio; num ergo lex adversari potest, 


same alteration in the sense of eis: ‘‘ He 
(Moses) was not, however, a mediator of some- 
thing immutable,” etc. Koppe: ‘ Jam qui- 
dem non vop.w Mosis tantum suus est seoitns 
(plures fuerunt, imprimisque 6 meoitys Tis 
katy. duabyiKns Jesus) sed unus tamen idemque 
Deus est, qui misit omnes, is adeo debet sibi 
constare nec potest secum ipse pugnare,” ‘It 
is true indeed that by the law of Moses he is 
not alone its mediator (there were a num- 
ber, and especially Jesus, the Mediator of 
the new covenant), but, nevertheless, He 
is one and the same God, who sent all, 
and therefore He ought to be self-consis- 
tent, and cannot conflict with Himself.” 
So also, in substance, Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius: évés means for one matter; and the 
sense is, ‘‘that the law has been one of 
the many divine institutions, but as such * 
it must stand in connection with the general 

plan of the divine government.’’—Some of © 
these interpretations condemn themselves, 

and others find their refutation in our ex- 

amination of the more modern interpreta- 

tions after Keil. \ 
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ilar (in Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 186 ff.) : ‘‘ The mediator of an agreement does not 
exist where there is only one person, but always presupposes two persons ; these 
were God and the Jewish nation. But God is One in reference to His promises ; 
that is, God therein acts quite freely, unconditionally, independently, and for 
Himself alone, as One numerically, because it is no agreement between two, but 
His free gift (yapic). Does the law therefore conflict, etc.?”* But in this 
view (a) the application of ver. 20 to the conereta, ‘‘ concretes,” of the law 
and the promises, which is in fact not made until ver. 21, is imported into 
and anticipated in ver. 20. Moreover, (0) cic imperceptibly changes from 
its numerical sense into the idea of aloneness and independence ; and (c) 
the idea of free grace is arbitrarily introduced, and is not expressed by Paul. 
Nearest to this interpretation of Schleiermacher and Usteri comes Hilgenfeld, 
whose interpretation,’ accompanied essentially by the same difficulties, ulti- 
mately amounts to the non-Pauline idea, that the position of God as a party 
in regard to the law is not in harmony with the divine unity (that is, with 
the divine monarchy). Comp. also Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 77, accord- 
ing to whom Paul negatively ‘‘strikes the law to the ground as incompati- 
ble with the sole agency of God.” But how could Paul desire to strike to 
the ground the law, which to him was dyioc, ayaféc, ‘holy, good,” and 
mvevuatixoc, ‘* spiritual’? (Rom. vii. 12, 14) ? No, all he desires to show is, that, 
notwithstanding the diversity of its divine bestowal from the mode of giving 
the promise, it is not opposed to the promise. 8. Winer: ‘‘ Non potest 
pecitne cogitart aut fingi, qui sit évdc, unius h. e. unius partis: 6 d% Oed¢ 
elo éore, Deus et unus, una (altera) tantummodo pars ; ita quaenam est altera ? 
gens Israel. Jam si hoc, sponte efficitur, legem Mos. pertinere etiam ad Judaeos, 
hosque legit isti observandae adstrictos fuisse,” ‘‘ A mediator cannot be con- 
ceived of or imagined who is of one, i.e., of one part ; ‘ but God is one,’ one 
(other) part only. What then is the other? The Israelitish nation. If 
now this is so, it spontaneously results that the law of Moses pertains also to 
the Jews, and they are bound to observe this law.”.* Thus ver. 20 contains 
only a parenthetical idea, Paul having in view to re-establish the dignity of 


1Jn essential points, Usteri (Kommentar, 
p. 121; comp. with Beilage, p. 239) agrees 
with Schleiermacher in his explanation. 
Moreover, the substance of Schleier- 
macher’s interpretation is already to be 
found in Zachariae, who paraphrases as 
follows: ‘‘A mediator presupposes two 
parties who make some promise to each 
other, inasmuch as a promise made on one 
side without a counter promise does not 
need any mediation between two. But in 
the case of Abraham God alone promises, 
who grants him a promise out of free 
grace.” 

2%In his Commentary. He takes another 
view in his Zeitschr. 1860, p. 236 ff. : ‘* Paul 
wished to express that the covenant of the 
law, being ordained through angels and a 


mediator, and consequently through a 
plurality, shows itself thereby to be entirely 
different from the covenant of promise 
which was given by the divine unity, and 
consequently cannot cancel the latter.” 
But this cancelling might certainly have 
been inferred from the very difference ; 
besides, the plurality, which is supposed to 
be implied in évds ov« éoriv, would have 
nothing at all to do with the angels, but 
would necessarily refer only to the medi- 
ator, who has to mediate between two—in 
this case, between God and the Israelites. 
3Jn the explanation of the words Kern 
(in the Tvib. Zeitschr. 1830, 3) agrees with 
Winer, only he does not insert tantummodo, 
only,” in the second clause. He looks 
upon the words as an opponent’s objection, 


CHAP. I1T., 20, 21. 
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the law, which appeared weakened by rév rapa. yipw rpoceréOn + Lex Mos. 
data fuit peccatorum gratia ; propterea vero non est, quod quis eam tanquam ista 
émayyerig longe inferiorem contemnat ; data e nim et ipsa est auctoritate 
divina, ‘‘ The law of Moses was given on account of sins ; but from this the 


inference is not just that one may despise it as far inferior to the promise ; 


’ 


for it was given by divine authority.”—dvaray. 6.’ dyyé Aw v — gentique 
Hebr. tanquam agendi norma proposita év yept weolt. b¢ obk éorev 
évéc, ‘As a noun of actionit was set forth to the Hebrew nation.” It can- 
*not be urged against Winer, that Paul must necessarily have written 6 ¢ic.? 
But (@) in the logically exact chain of argument there is no indication at all 


that ver. 20 is to be taken as a parenthesis. 


(b) Since 6 pecirne is subject, 6 


Ge6¢, which likewise is placed at the beginning of the sentence, may not be 


arbitrarily understood as predicate. 


(c) It must have been more precisely 


indicated by Paul, if it were intended that the first éoriv should be under- 
stood as the copula of a general judgment, and the second as historical 
(appears in the giving of the law); for every reader, if he had understood the 
first half of the verse as a general judgment, would naturally understand 


the second in like manner. 


and in 6 5é @eds els éorw he finds the idea 
intimated, that God in consequence took it 
upon Himself to bless those who obey the 
law ; whence the question follows: Does 
therefore the law, by which God has bound 
Himself to make blessed on account of 
works, conflict with the promises of God? 
But against this view it may be urged that 
there is absolutely nothing to indicate ver. 
20as the language of an opponent ; further, 
that the points brought forward against 
Winer, under (0), (c), and (d@), equally apply 
here; and lastly, that the idea found in o 6é 
@cds eis éory is not suggested by the con- 
text, but arbitrarily introduced. Baur also, 
Paulus, Il. p. 215 f. ed. 2 (comp. his neutest. 
Theol. p. 157), agrees with Winer in his con- 
ception of the words: the mediator belongs 
not to one, but to two parties, but God is 
only the one of the two parties. By this 
Paul is supposed to intimate, that the law 
has a merely subordinate significance, just 
as that of the mediator, insomuch as he 
is not himself one of the two parties, is 
merely subordinate: ‘‘ the émayyeAla, 
““promise,” as a ScaOyxKn, ‘ covenant,” 
in which God «iséare, “is one,” without a 
ecitns having anything to do with it, stands 
higher than the véjos, “law,” which cannot 
be conceived without the weairns, ‘*medi- 
ator,” and is essentially conditioned by him.” 
But in this interpretation Paul would not 
have said what he meant to say, and would 
have said what he did not mean. The view 
of Holsten (Deutung u. Bedeut. d. Worte 


(a) It would not occur to any reader to refer cic 


Gai. iii. 20, Rostock 1853, and Inhalt u. 
Gedankengang des Gal. Br. 1859, pp. 39 ff., 
63 ff.) is allied to the explanation of Baur. 
Holsten understands meairys,“* mediator,” as 
referring to the law, and makes évés neuter : 
Between the law and the promise the rela- 
tion is not that of an év, but of an essential 
distinction®but God is at one with Him- 
self, not presenting any difference with 
Himself, namely, in the sense of the im- 
mutability of the divine will. This explana- 
tion cannot be accepted, because it starts 
from the supposition that the law is placed 
under the category of the meairns, “ media- 
tor.”? Paul cannot have so conceived it, be- 
cause he has said that the law was ordained 
through a mecitns, ‘‘ mediator ;” therefore 
law and mediator must have been present to 
his mind as different ideas.— Steinfass (in 
Guericke’s Zeitschr. 1856, p. 237) understands 
the literal sense definitely and correctly, 
but from the words 6 dé @e dsets éotey, ‘* but 
God is one,” derives the tacit idea: God 
therefore is not the other party, and conse- 
quently is not under the law—by which the 
freedom of Christ as the Son of God from 
the law is supposed to be proved. But thisis 
anidea foreign to the context and imported 
into the passage, not even quite Pauline ; 
for submission to the law certainly formed 
apart of the state of humiliation of the 
Son of God (Gal. iv. 4), while as to the 
state of exaltation His elevation above the 
law is a matter of course. 
1 See Winer, Gramm. p. 110. 
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to asuppressed 6 érepoc : for évdc had just been used absolutely in a numeri- 
cal sense, in which therefore cic at once presents itself ; and this the more, 
because the first sentence, by its negative form, has prepared the way for an 
antithesis to follow. (e) The idea which ddé cdc ei¢ éor1v is supposed to in- 
dicate : therefore the law is obligatory on the Israelites, conveys something 
which is so entirely a matter of course, that it could not be made use of at 
all as an element of the dignity of the law ; for the law was, in fact, given to 
the Israelites, and even to think of that obligation as non-existent would 
have been incongruous. And (/') even assuming such a superfluous idea, 
in what a strangely mysterious way would Paul have intimated it! That 
which he meant to say, he would wholly without reason have concealed, and 
have given out as it were a riddle. Apart from the unsuitableness of the 
idea generally, and from the inappropriate cic, he must have said: 6 dé 
"Iopana ele gory, ‘but Israel is one.” 4. Schulthess has sought to vindicate 
his interpretation,’ viz. : ‘‘ Hic mediator (Moses) non est mediator unius, 1.€., 
communis illius Dei, qui olim Abrahamo spopondit, per ewm aliquando gentes 
beatum iri, et qui est unus, s. communis omnium parens, sed est potius medi- 
ator angelorum,” ‘‘This mediator (Moses) is not a mediator of one, 7.¢., 
common to that God who once promised Abraham that through Him at some 
time the nations would be blessed, and who is one, or the common parent 
of all, but is rather the mediator of angels.” * But (a) how erroneous it is to 
assume that the anarthrous évé¢ should denote the universal God of men, and 
how alien this reference is to the context! (6) How opposed is the dv 
ayyéAwv to the notion, that Moses was ‘‘mediator angelorum” ! (c) How at 
variance is the idea of the law as the work of angels with the conception 


throughout the Bible (comp. on ver. 19) of the law as the work of God! In 


1 Proposed in Keil and Tzschirner’s Anal. 
II. 8, p. 133 ff. in his Hngelwelt, Hngelgesetz 
und Engeldienst, Ziirich 1833, and in de G. 
Hermanno, enodatore ep. P.ad Gal., Ziirich 
1835. 

2Similar also is the interpretation of 
Caspari (in the Strassb. Beitr. 1854, p. 206 ff.), 
that ‘‘ Moses, the middle-man of the angels 
who gave the law, is not the mediator of 
the One who gave the promise ; he is the 
mediator of many angels, but God is one.” 
Vogel’s explanation (in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1865, p. 524) comes in substance to the same 
effect : ‘‘ Where there is a mediator, there 
is a plurality of those commissioning him ; 
such a plurality existed in the giving of the 
law; but God is one; consequently the law 
proceeded from a plurality distinct from 
God, and the anges form this plurality.” 
In opposition to Vogel, see Hilgenfeld, in 
his Zeitschrift, 1865, p. 452 ff. ; Matthias, in 
the monograph quoted at ver. 19, p. 80 ff. ; 
Hauck, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 699 ff. 
Nevertheless Hauck (in the Stud. wu. Krit. 
1862, p. 541 ff.) has likewise assumed a plu- 
rality in weoitys, mediator—the plurality of 


men, whom Moses represents as one out of the 
midst of them (but pecitns does not mean 
this); hence he cannot be representative of 
the one God. Nothing in our passage can be 
regarded as more certain than that 0 peai- 
ts, applied to the act of giving the law, 
embraces in itself the idea: dv édwxe Kvptos, 
“what the Lord made”’ (not directly, but), 
ava pégov avTov kal ava hégoyv TAY 
XEtpt 
Movo7y, ‘between him and the children of 
Israel in Mount Sinai by the hand of Moses’’ 
(Lev. xxvi. 46). Buhl, /¢. p. 13, has inter- 
preted the passage similarly to Hauck, but 
with an incorrect inference from the nega- 
tion of necessity to the negation of possi- 
bility: the mediator always represents a 
great number of persons ; but God is single, 
and as such does not need any mediator : 
therefore the mediator (ver. 19) cannot be 
the representative of God, but, on the con- 
trary, can only accept the law for a plural- 
ity of recipients. Thus the law stands in 
contrast to the covenant of promise, which 
was given to the One onépya, ‘‘ seed.” 
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how wholly different a way must Paul have spoken of and proved such a 
paradox, and how frequently would he have reverted to it (especially in the 
Epistle to the Romans) in his antinomistic discussions !|_ 5. Akin to this, as 
far as the idea is concerned, is the interpretation of Schmieder (Nova interpr. 
1. Paul Gal. iii, 19 f., Numb. 1826, and in Tholuck’s literar, Anz. 1830, No. 
54) : “ Quivis minister vel multorum est vel unius: atqui mediator non est 
unius: ergo est multorum minister. Quit multorum est minister, ad quod genus 
mediator pertinet, non est unius: atqui Deus (absolute) unus est: ergo cum 
multorum sit mediator, non est Det minister,” ‘‘ Every minister is either of 
many or of one ; but a mediator is not of one: therefore he is a min- 
ister of many. He who is a minister (to which class a mediator belongs) 
of many, is not of one ; but God is absolutely one : since, therefore, he is a 
minister of many, he is not a minister of God.” The connection is 
supposed to be : ‘‘ Concedo legem per angelos datam esse a Deo, non humana 
arte inventam, sed eo ipso, quod per angelos ministros, non per Deum aut Det 
Jjilium promulgata est, inferior est evangelio,” ‘‘I grant that the law was 
given by God through angels, and not devised by human art, but from the 
very fact that it was published through angels as ministers and not through 
God or the Son of God, it is inferior to the gospel.” ! This interpretation is 
objectionable, (a) in a general point of view, because it rests wholly on the 
erroneous view that wec/rov in ver. 19 applies not to Moses, but to the ange- 
lus mediator, ‘ angel mediator ;” (6) because Paul could not have expressed 
so peculiar an antinomistic argument more obscurely or more enigmatically 
than by thus omitting the essential points ; (c) because the idea of peoiry¢ 
by no means implies that the jeoirye is the ‘‘ minister multorum:” he may 
be commissioned as well by one as by many, as, in fact, Christ was commis- 
sioned as a peoitnc by One, viz., by God.? 6. Steudel, in Bengel’s Archiv. I. 
p. 124 ff., supposes that ver. 19 is an opponent’s question : ‘‘ To what purpose 
then serves thelaw? Was it bestowed merely somehow as an additional gift on 


quorum mediator vice fungebatur,” ‘For 
there would have been no need of a media- 
tor, if only one had borne the law ; but if a 


1 Schneckenburger’s explanation (in his 
Beitr. p. 189 ff., and in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1835, p. 121) agrees with Schmieder’s. 


Huth’s attempt at an explanation (Comment. 
de loco Gal. iii. 19 f., Altenb., 1854) agrees 
partly with Schmieder and partly with 
Schulthess ; he understands év xeupt weaitov 
of an ‘‘angelus mediator,” angel-mediator, 
and then in yer. 20 finds the idea that the 
law proceeds from angels, and not from 
God, as follows: ‘‘ Mediatore enim nihil opus 
Suisset, si unus tantummodo legem tulisset ; at 
si multitudo quaedam, qualis est angelorum, 
legem ferre vult tum ret summa exsequenda 
traditur uni, qui mediatoris vicem inter legis 
latores et eos gerat quibus lex destinata est. 
Haec autem ratio cadere non potest in Deum, 
quippe qui unis numero sit, ideoque mediatore 
non indigeat. Ex hoc ipso igitur, quod in 
ferenda lege Mosaica opus fuit mediatore, col- 
ligendum est, originem ejus repeti non debere 
ab uno Deo, sed a pluribus, h. e. ab angdis, 


multitude, such as that of angels, wishes to 
bear the law, then to execute the comple- 
tion of what matter pertains thereto, it is 
delivered to one who occupies the place of 
mediator between the bearers of the law 
and those for whom it has been destined. 
This method, however, cannot occur with 
respect to God, as being one in number and 
accordingly not needing a mediator. From 
the very fact, then, that in propounding the 
law of Moses, there was need of a mediator, 
it must be inferred that its origin should 
not be derived from one, viz., God, but from 
many,?.é., from the angels, whose place the 
mediator fulfilled.” 

2See also, in opposition to Schmieder, 
Liicke in the Stud. u. Krit. 1828, p. 95 ff.; 
Winer, Zc. III. p. 171 ff. 


* 
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account of transgressions (in order to be transgressed), until the seed should come 
to whom the promise applied? And yet was it made known through angels, 
and by the ministry of a mediator ?” To which Paul answers, Certainly through 
the ministry of a mediator ; only he was not the mediator of an united seed (of 
the orépuatoc tov miotebovtwy, ver. 16), but God is one (not another for the 
Gentiles).”’ But (a) there is nothing that indicates any such division of the 
passage into dialogue ; and (0) how strange it would be that Paul should 
have grasped, and furnished a reply to, nothing but the /ast part of the op- 
ponent’s question, év yep? pecitov, which, moreover, would be only a subor- 
dinate part of it! (c) The article must be added to évéc, if it is to apply to 
the orépua already spoken of (as assumed also by Jatho) ; but no supplement 
whatever to évéc is suggested by the context ;’ and if tov évoc oréppatoc 
were read, then, according to ver. 16, it would mean not the body of 
Christians, but Christ Himself.” (d) évé¢ and ei¢c would be taken in different 
senses : united and one.* 7. Sack* supposes that Paul avails himself of the 
idea of a mediator to limit the recognition of the law, which perhaps some 
Jewish Christians were disposed to assert to an exaggerated extent, and 
says: ‘‘ The mediator, however, is not of one kind, but God is One and the 


same. Forus Christians there is certainly another mediator than Moses ; but 
God, the God in both Testaments, is nevertheless One and the same.” But 
it is obvious that évé¢ éorw cannot mean wnius generis est, ‘‘is of one 
class,” and it is equally evident that the clause, ‘‘ for us Christians there 


1 This applies also against Kaiser’s strange 
attempt (de apologetic. Hv. Joh. consiliis, Erl. 
1824, p.7 ff.) to obtrude the entirely foreign 
supplement of vids : ‘‘ Hic mediator Moses non 
est unius filius, Deus autem (nempe) est unus,” 
‘«This mediator, Moses, is not the son of one, 
but God is one.”? Moses is not to be com- 
pared with Christ, the only-begotten Son 
of God. 

2This remark also applies to the very 
forced and arbitrary explanation of Mich. 
Weber (Paraphr. cap. III. ep. ad. Gal. 1863) : 
“ Hie autem interventor (Moses) non est inter- 
ventor unius illius posteritatis Abrahami,quam 
paulo ante Christianos esse dixi, Israelitarum 
kata mvedvpa, sed Isracitarum Karta 
oapKa interventor quippe in quo spem suam 
Jiduciam que ponunt (Joh. ii. 45). Hix hac igitur 
parte, in interventore, Israclitaé katTacapKa, 
differunt ab Isradlitis kara mvevma, guippe 
qui spem fiduciamque suam non in Mose, sed 
in solo Christo ponunt, wecttn Qcod K. avOparwv 
(1 Tim. ii. 5). In Deo autem (6 yé Geds) nulla 
est diversitas,; nihil discriminis Israelitis 
kata capxa cum Israelitis cata mvedpa interce, 
dit, cundem Deum verum colunt illi quem hi- 
Deus est unus idemque. Utrique habent qui- 
dem GAdov Kai aAdov interventorem, non autem 
GAdAov Kat addAov Deum,” ‘This intercessor 
(Moses), however, is not the intercessor of 
that one posterity of Abraham, which 


shortly before I have said to be Christians, 
viz., the intercessor of Israelites according 
to the spirit, but of Israelites according to 
the flesh, since they put in him their hope 
and confidence (Johnii. 45). In this respect, 
therefore, in the intercessor, Israelites ac- 
cording to the flesh differ from Israelites 
according to the spirit, since they put their 
hope and trust not in Moses, but in Christ 
alone, the mediator between God and men 
(1 Tim. ii. 5). In God, however, there is no 
diversity; no distinction intervenes between 
Israelites according to the flesh and Israel- 
ites according to the spirit; the former 
worship the same true God as the latter; 
their God is.one and the same. They have 
different intercessors, but not different 
gods.” 

3 And in els the relation of God to the 
Jews and Gentiles would be arbitrarily as- 
sumed. This is also done by the anonymous 
writer, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1867, p. 381 ff., 
according to whom our passage is intended 
to assert that the mediator of the law was 
not only the mediator of God, but also had 
reference to the Jewish people, whereas 
God with His promise had reference to all 
the nations of the earth, both Jews and 
Gentiles. 7 

4In the 7vb. Zeitschr. 1831. I. p. 106 f. 
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is certainly,” etc., is arbitrarily brought in. See also Schneckenburger,’ 
and (in opposition to Steudel, Kern, and Sack) Winer.? 8. Hermann: Jn- 
terventor non est unius (t.e., interventor ubi est, duos minimum esse oportet, inter 
quos ille interveniat) ; Deus autem unus est: ergo apud Deum non cogitari po- 
test interventor ; esset enim is, qui intercederet inter Deum et Deum, quod ab- 
surdum est,” ‘“‘ An intercessor is not of one (i.e., wherever there is an in- 
tercessor, there must be at least two with whom he intercedes) ; God, how- 
ever, is of one ; therefore an intercessor with God cannot be thought of ; 
for he would have to be one to intercede between God and God, which 
is absurd.” And the connection is: ‘‘ Id agebat P. ut ostenderet, legem 
Mosis, quae nihil neque cum promissione Abrahamo data neque cum praesente 
effectione promissionis commune haberet, dumtaxat interim valuisse, jam autem 
non amplius valere. Rationem reddit hanc, quod superaddita sit (ideo 
xpooeTébn dixit), eoque non pertineat ad testamentum, cus non liceat quidquam 
addi ; deinde quod non, sicut testamentum illud, ab ipso Deo condita et data, sed 
disposita per angelos allataque sit manu interventoris : atqui interventori, quod 
interventor non sit unius, non esse locum apud Dewm, qui unus sit, utpote testa- 
tor, cujus unius ex voluntate nemine intercedente haereditatem capiat haeres,” 
“Paul did this to show that the law of Moses, which had nothing in 
common with the promise given to Abraham, nor with the present effect 
of the promise, only had been some time valid, but was now no longer 
valid. He gives this reason, that it was added (he said accordingly zpoce- 
ré67), and accordingly does not pertain to the covenant, whereto nothing 
could be added ; then that it was not instituted by God Himself and given, 
as that former covenant, but ordained by angels and delivered by the hand 
of a mediator ; but for the intercessor, since he is not the intercessor of one, 
there is no place with God, who is one, seeing that He is the testator, from 
the will of whom alone and without the intervention of any one, the heir 
receives the inheritance.” But (@) it could not be expected that the reader 
should derive from ver. 20 the idea that no mediator is conceivable in the 
case of God on account of His oneness ; nor could it be so conceived by 
Paul himself, for, in fact, with the one God a mediator may certainly have 
a place,—not, however, ‘‘inter Dewm et Deum,” ‘‘ between God and God,” 
into which absurdity no one could fall, unless Paul so expressed it, but inter 
Deum et homines, ‘‘God and men,” in which office the history of the theoc- 
racy showed so many mediators and at last Christ Himself. (6) The question 
in ver. 21 (ody), with the answer expressive of horror, 7 yévoiro, presupposes 
that the subject-matter of this question—consequently an antagonistic rela- 
tion of the law to the promises—might possibly (although quite unduly) be 
derived from ver. 20. But according to Hermann, Paul in vv. 19 and 20 
has already proved that an antagonism of the law to the promises does not 
exist, that the law was no longer valid, and had nothing at all in common 
with the promises. So, in a logical point of view, the question in ver. 21, 
6 oby véuoc x.7.A., could not be asked, nor could the answer py yévorro be 
made. (c) It may, besides, be urged against Hermann, that not only is dv 


1 Beitr. p. 187 f. 2 Zeitschr. f. wissensch. Theol. Ii. 1, p. 81 ff. 
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ayy. év yerpi pes. regarded as lowering the authority of the law, but a quite 
undue stress is also laid upon rpoceré67 ; for in ver. 19 the emphasis lies on 
tov rapa. yap. 9 Matthies’ interprets : ‘‘ But the mediator . . . does not 
relate to one, for his nature is in fact divided or disunited, since he is placed 
between two sides or parties opposed to one another ; and therefore in connection 
with him we cannot think of unity, but only of duality, or of the variance sub- 
sisting between two parties ; but God is One, comprehends in Himself nothing 
but wnity, so that His nature contains no variance or disunion.” Thus 
also, in the main, de Wette,? and among the older expositors Jac. Cap- 
pellus. But the simple nwmerical conception of unity is thus arbitrarily . 
transformed into the philosophical idea, and the contrast of plurality is 
turned into the contrast of disunion. How could a reader discover in 6 @ed¢ 
el¢ éorw anything else than the popular doctrine of Monotheism? 10. 
Schott : ‘‘ Mediator quidem non uni tantum (eidemque immutabili) addictus 
est homini s. parti, 2.€., in quavis causa humana, quae mediatore indiget, duae 
certe adsunt partes, quibus wecitne inserviat, sive res inter duos tantum hom- 
ines singulos transigatur, sive multitudo sit ingens eorum, qui alterutram vel 
utramque partem constituant (v. c. populus) . . . ubi plures imo multi ejusdem 
Soederis participes sunt et fiunt (praesertim ubi maxima est singulorum vicissi- 
tudo, dum mortuis succedunt posteri), facile etiam mutatis animorum consiliis 
atque propositis, foedus mutatur aut tollitur, wecitn cujus ope constitutum 
Suerat haud impediente . .. proinde ex eo quidem, quod lex Sinaitica év 
Netpt weciton promulgata est (ver. 19), non sequitur auctoritatem ei compe- 
tere perpetuam [his verbis P. corrigere voluit perversam eorum opinionem, qui in 
defendenda legis auctoritate perpetua valitura ad personam Mosis mediatoris 
provocarent| . . . attamen Deus est unus, qui semper idem manet Deus immu- 
tabilis, foedus legislationis Sinaiticae non fuit humanae, sed divinae auctorita- 
tis, neque ab arbitrio hominum, sed a voluntate Dei pendebat immutabilis. 
Mis perpendendis quaestio excitabatur (ver. 21), an forte haec legislatio Sinait. 
auctoritate diwina insignis ipso Deo jubente promissionem Abrahamo datam 
egusmodi limitibus cirewmscribere (mutare) voluerit, ut non amplius esset pro- 
missio, cujus eventus liberae tantum Dei gratiae adnecteretur,” ‘‘ A mediator, 
indeed, is not devoted to only one (and that too an immutable) man or 
party, z.e., in every human cause that needs a mediator, there are undoubt- 
edly two parties present which the mediator serves, whether the transaction 
be between only two individuals, or the multitude of those constituting one 
or the other party be great, ¢.g., the people . - . where a number, aye, many 
are and become sharers in the same covenant (especially where the change 
of individuals is very great, when posterity succeed the dead), and where 
the designs and purposes of minds being easily changed, the covenant is 
easily changed or annulled, when the mediator by whose aid it was estab- 
lished does not hinder. . . . Hence from the fact that the Sinaitic law was 
promulgated ‘in the hand of a mediator’ (ver. 19) it does not follow that 


1 As in substance also Rinck, Lucubr. clause is merely: ‘‘that which God in Him- 
orit. p. 172 ff., and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1834, self, irreapective of the disunion which has 
p. 309 ff. arisen between Him and men, has promised, 

2 According to him, the idea in the second is elevated above this disunion.” 
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perpetual authority belongs thereto [by these words, Paul wished to correct 
the perverse opinion of those who in defending the perpetually valid author- 
ity of the law appealed to the authority of Moses]. . . . Yet God is one, 
who always remains the same immutable God, and the covenant of Sinaitic 
legislation was not of human, but of divine authority, and did not depend 
upon the will of men, but upon the will of the immutable God. In weigh- 
ing these things, the question was excited (ver. 21) as to whether perhaps this 
Sinaitic legislation, notable by its divine authority, God himself command- 
ing it, was intended to circumscribe (change) the promise given to Abraham 
by such limits, that it would be no longer a promise, whose issue would be 
dependent only upon the free grace of God.” How much is supplied by the 
expositor in this interpretation, so copiously provided with modifying 
clauses! But it is decidedly erroneous, on account of the sense of cic and 
évéc being changed into the idea of tmmutabilis, ‘‘immutable,”? and also 
because the proposition 6 dé pecirne évdc ob« Eorw is limited to causae humanae, 
and yet the inference is supposed to be therein conveyed that the Sinattic 
legislation is not always valid. Paul assuredly could never have thus illogi- 
cally corrected the zealots for the law, and then in the very same breath have 
set aside the inference by attamen Deus est unus, ‘‘ but nevertheless God is 
One.” 11. Gurlitt? refers évé¢ to the Gentile Christians, as one of the two 
divisions of the oépua ’ABp.: ‘‘ The law was given through angels and 
through a mediator, and God indeed is throughout only One; what proceeds 
Jrom Him, therefore, demands in every case equal recognition. It must 
nevertheless be taken into consideration, that the mediator is no mediator 
of those who were previously Gentiles, and that therefore the law was 
not destined for the latter by God Himself.” But, apart from the fact that in 
this view of évdéc there must have been previous mention of a twofold pos- 
terity of Abraham and roi évéc must have been here used, and not to men- 
tion that the évéc and ec are not taken as alike in sense, the interpretation 
must be at once pronounced decidedly wrong, because it depends upon the 
erroneous view that the orépua, vv. 16, 19, means not merely Christ Him- 
self, but also the corpus mysticum, ‘‘ mystical body,” of Christ. 12. Olshau- 
sen, taking 6 dé Oed¢ el¢ gory as : God is one or a single one, and consequently 
only one party, explains it thus : ‘‘ Mediation presupposes a state of separa- 
tion, and there can be no mediation in the case of one ; since God is the one 
party, there must also have been a second, viz., men, who were separated 
from God. In the gospel it is otherwise : in Christ, the representative of 
the Church, all are one; all separations and distinctions are done away 
in Him” (ver. 28). Thus Paul, in order to call attention to the inferiority 
of the law to the gospel, gives a cursory, parenthetic explanation as to the 
idea of a mediator. This is (1) unsuitable to the context ; for in ver. 19, 
diatay. dv ayyédwv év xerpi pec. has set forth the glory of the giving of the law. 
(2) Theidea: and consequently also only one party, is quite arbitrarily added to 
6 62 Qed¢ cic éotev, (8) In like manner, all the rest which is supposed properly 


1 For which Schott should not have ap- 2 In the Stud. u. Krit. 1837, p. 805 ff. ; 1843, 
pealed to Rom. iii. 30, Phil. i. 27. p. 715 ff. 
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to constitute the sense of the words (‘‘ men, who were separated from God ;” 
‘‘in the gospel it is otherwise,” etc.) is the pure invention of the expositor. 
13. Matthias,’ correctly explaining the first half of the verse, sees in 6 dé 
ede ele gory the minor premiss of an enthymeme, which has to be completed 
by supplying the major premiss and conclusion : “Jf God is one of those two 
parties, the law, although ordained by angels, is nevertheless an ordinance of 
God ; but God is this ; and consequently the law, etc., is an ordinance, not of 
angels, but of God.” Against this interpretation we may urge that the special 
connection with the point dvarayeic 60 ayyédwv is not conveyed by the text ; 
that the explanation of ei¢ by alter is contrary to the context ; that ver. 21 
would be unsuitably subjoined from a logical point of view (see on kara, 
ver. 21) ; and lastly, that the idea of the law being an ordinance of God 
was one altogether undisputed and not needing any proof. 14. Ewald? 
assumes that Paul with this ‘‘ quick flash of thought” intended to say : 
‘“‘The idea of the mediator necessarily presupposes two different living 
beings between whom, as being at variance or separated, mediation has to 
take place ; because the mediator of one is not, does not evist at all, is an im- 
possibility. But since God is in strictness only One, and does not consist of 
two inwardly different Gods or of an earlier and later God, it is evident that 
Moses as mediator did not mediate between the God of the promise and the 
God of the law, and thereby mix up the law with the promise and cancel 
the promise by the later law ; but he only mediated (as is well known) 
between God and the people of that time.” But even this interpretation, 
the thought of which would probably have been expressed most simply 
by Paul writing 6 dé jecitne Ocov éoTiv, 6 Oé Oed¢ eic éotw, is liable to the 
objections urged above (under 8) against Hermann’s explanation. 15. 
According to Hofmann (compare also his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 55 ff.), 
the jirst half of the verse is intended to affirm that, where there is only 
one to whom something is to be given, there 1s no room for mediatorship ; such 
an individual recipient may receive it directly. Now, as the promise ran 
to Abraham’s posterity as an unity, it is evident that the giving of the law, 
just because it was destined for a plurality of individuals, could be no 
fulfilment of the promise. The second half of the verse, which with dé passes 
on to the divine side of the event, places the unity of God in contradistinction 
to the plurality of angels; that which comes to men through the latter must be of 
a different kind from the promised gift, which the One was to give to the One— 
the one God to the one Christ. Thus on this side also it is clear that the 
giving of the law was not the fulfilment of the promise, but was only 
ordained for the time, until Christ should come. But (a) all this artificial 
interpretation must at once fall to the ground, because it conceives évé¢ to 
be opposed to a plurality of recipient subjects ; for it is not true that the 
bestowal through a mediator presupposes such a plurality, seeing that it 
may take place just as well with one as with many recipients. (0) It is in- 
correct that the unity of God is placed in contrast with the plurality of 


1 After several earlier attempts, accord- graph quoted at ver. 15. 
ing to his last view of 1866, in the mono- 2 Comp. also his Jahrb. IV. p. 109. 
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angels (which is not even marked, by woAAév ayy. or the like): it stands in 
contrast to the évd¢ ovk éorvv, and it is untrue that the ‘‘ mediateness of the 
giving involved its taking place through many’’—just as if the mediate 
giving could not with equal fitness take place through one, as in fact it has 
very often been given by God through one! (¢) Paul’s intention is, not to 
show that the giving of the law was not the fulfilment of the promise, but, 
as is clearly evident from ver. 21, to show that the law was not opposed to 
the promise. —16. Wieseler : ‘‘ Moses as mediator, however (dé being restrictive), 
has reference not merely to God (but also to men) : for a mediator from his 
nature has not reference to one (but to two parties) ; but God is one. Conse- 
quently the failure of that mediatorial office of Moses was based on the fact, 
that he as mediator had to do not only with God, but also with men. The 
fault does not lie with the faithfulness ef God, who appointed him as medi- 
ator,—an idea which cannot be entertained,—but rather with the action of 
men,” etc. Against this interpretation it may be urged, not only that the 
words ei¢ éorv imperceptibly acquire the sense : 7s only one of the two parties, 
which Paul would certainly have been able to express otherwise than by the 
confession of monotheism (Deut. vi. 4; Jas. ii. 19 ; Rom. iii. 30; 1 Cor. 
viii. 4, 6, e¢ al)., but also that the idea of a failure on the part of the law- 
giving, and of the blame due for it, was remote from the apostle’s mind, 
and would here be unsuitable to the divine purpose expressed in ver. 19. 
The law became to men the divayic r7¢ duapriac, ‘‘strength of sin” (1 Cor. xv. 
56) ; but this falls to be regarded not as a failure on the part of the law- 
giving, but as a necessary stage in the development of the divine plan of salva- 
tion (ver. 22 ff.; Rom. vii.). 17. According to Stdlting,* évdc and eic are to 
be taken in the sense of absolute unity. Ver. 20 is supposed to contain a 
syllogism with a suppressed conclusion: viz., A mediator does not belong to 
one ; but God is one ; consequently a mediator does not belong to God. 
Accordingly God is absolutely excluded from any mediation through the law : 
the objects of this mediation are on the one hand the Jews, and on the other 
hand their contrast, the Gentiles ; and the law was to unite these two disso- 
ciated parts, which it effected by showing that the Jews were in need of 
redemption, and by making the Gentiles capable of redemption (Rom. iii. 
22 f., 29f.). The mediator, with the law in his hand, is supposed to have 
placed himself between Jews and Gentiles, and to have made both equal 
through the law,—an equalization which does not take place with God, as 
there is not one God of the Jews and another God of the Gentiles, between 
whom mediation might occur, but only a single God, who treats Jews and 
Gentiles with equal justice, being, as He is, a single Person without oppo- 
nent, an absolute unity. Even this acutely carried out interpretation is not 
tenable : for (a) the reader finds no indication in the text that évé¢ and eic¢ 
are to be taken in the pregnant sense of absoluteness ; and Paul, in order to be 
understood, must at least have written, in the second half of the verse, some- 
thing like 6 62 Oed¢ 6 dvtu¢ eg (Or 6 axAGe eic) eater, “ God is actually or abso- 
lutely one. Nor () isit correct that absolute unity excludes the being an object 


* 


1 Beitrdge 2. Hxeg. d. Paul. Br. 1869, p. 86 ff. 
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of mediation ; because the absolutely one God has allowed mediation to 
take place between Himself and man, not only through Christ, but also in the 
ancient history of salvation, through His ministers (the angels, Moses, and 
the prophets). (¢) There is nothing in the words of the passage to make us 
think of the Jews and Gentiles as objects of the mediation ; since the law is 
rather to be recognized as the pecdroryov, ‘‘ middle wall” (Eph. ii. 14) between 
the two, which had to be removed by Christ in order to their union. To the 
national consciousness, not only of the apostle, but also of his readers, God and 
Israel could alone occur as the parties reconciled with one another through 
the peoiryc. (d) It is not correct that the conclusion drawn from ver. 20 is 
not expressed. It is expressed in ver. 21, and rejected as erroneous.—Lastly, 
Riickert confines himself to the correct translation of the words, ‘‘ 7’he me- 
diator does not refer to one (but always to more than one) ; but God is one ;” 
from which is to be concluded, ‘‘ Therefore the mediator does not refer to God 
alone, but also to others.” He, however, at the same time confesses that 
he does not see any way, in which these propositions and this conclusion 
are to be connected with the foregoing passage, so as to yield any relevant 
and lucid thought. While Riickert has thus despaired of an explanation on 
his own part, he has not questioned the title of the passage to receive an 
explanation. But this course, to which Michaelis was already inclined,’ 
has been actually adopted by Liicke,* who holds ver. 20 to be a gloss, 
which had originally served, on the one hand, to explain the conclusion 
of ver. 19 (the mediator was interpreted as applying to Christ, and it 
was desirable to point out that this mediator belonged not merely to the 
Jews, but also to the Gentiles), and, on the other, to give a reason for the 
beginning of ver. 21. But the witnesses in favor of its genuineness ? are so 
decisively unanimous, that no other passage can appear better attested. 
Liicke only makes use of an argumentum a silentio,—namely, that Irenaeus, 
Tertullian, and Origen do not cite our verse ;* but little stress can be laid 
on this, when we consider how lightly in general the Fathers were wont to 
pass over the words in question, without even discerning in them any 
special importance or difficulty. [See Note L., p. 161.] 

Ver. 21. 6 otv véuoc Kata Tov érayyedldv;] obv, the reference of which is 
differently explained according to the different interpretations of ver. 20, 
draws an inference, not from the definition of the object of the law in ver. 
19,° but from ver. 20, which is not arbitrarily to be set aside, or to be treat- 


1“T wished, in fact, that it were allow- 
able for me in the explanation to pass over 
the whole verse, and to give it out as a 


text compiled from a double gloss. Only 
the Aith. adds duorum at the end, evi- 
dently an exegetical addition, the author of 


ss le 


marginal note of some reader not under- 
standing Paul, which had found its way 
into the text.”—Michaelis, Paraphr. p. 33, 
ed. 2. 

2 Tn the Stud. u. Krit. 1828, p. 83 ff. 

3 There is not even the slightest variation 
in the individual words, or in their arrange- 
meat,—a fact which, judging by critical 
analogy, would be scarcely conceivable ina 


which appears to have had in his mind some 
explanation which bore a similarity to that 
of Clarke, Locke, Winer, or Gurlitt. 

* Clement of Alexandria has it at least 
once, in the Theodot. ed. Col. p. 797 A. 

5 Castalio, Luther, Gomarus, Pareus, 
Estius, Bengel, and others, including Liicke, 
Olshausen, de Wette, Wieseler, Hofmann, 
Stélting. 
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ed merely as an appendage of ver. 19.1. The law, namely, which was given 
through a mediator, and therefore essentially otherwise than the promise, 
might thereby appear to introduce on the part of God another way of grant- 
ing the Messianic salvation than the promises, and consequently to be opposed 
to the latter.* —xata tov émayyediov] See vv. 8,16. The «ard is the usual 
contra, in opposition to. Matthias incorrectly explains it : ‘‘Is it included 
under the idea of the promises ?” Since the simple éori—and not, possibly, 
tacoera, ‘‘ arrayed” *—is to be supplied, the expression would be wholly 
without the sanction of usage. Moreover, looking to the specific difference 
in the ideas of the two things, Paul cowld not have asked such a question at 
all. — ei yap £060 véuoc x.7.A] ground assigned for the wy yévo:ro, and there- 
fore proof that it would be incorrect to conclude from ver. 20 that the law 
was opposed to the promises. For if it had been opposed to the promises, 
the law must have been in a position to procure life ;* and if this were so, 
then would righteousness actually be from the law,° which, according to the 
Scriptures, cannot be the case (ver. 22). — vduoc] just as in the whole con- 
text : the Mosaic law, although without the article, as in ii. 21, iii. 11, 18 ; 
Winer, p. 117.—6 dvvau. Cwor.] The article marks off the definite quali- 
ty which, in the words «i yap 0607 vouoc, is conceived by the law-giver 
as belonging to the law:° as that which 1s able to give life ; and this is the 
point of this conditional sentence. — Cworojoa] ‘‘ Hoc verbo praesupponi- 
tur mors peccatori intentata,” ‘‘By this word, the death threatened 
against the sinner is presupposed,” Bengel. The w#, however, which the law 
is not able to furnish, is not the being alive morally,’ but, in harmony 
with the context, the everlasting Messianic life (see Kéauffer, de bibl. Cog¢ 
atwviov notione, p. 75), as is evident from ver. 18 (ei yap éx véuov 7 KAnpovopia) 
and from ver. 22. Comp. also 2 Cor. ili. 6. The moral quickening is pre- 
supposed in this Gworouwjoa. The law, in itself good and holy, could not sub- 
due the dominion of the principle of sin in man (Rom. viii. 3), but rather 
necessarily served to promote this dominion (see on ver. 19), and was there- 
fore unable to bring about the eternal life which was dependent on obedi- 
ence to the law (ver. 12): given unto life, it was found unto death, Rom. 
vii. 10. Paul never uses Cworoeiv of the moral quickening, nor cvfworoeiv 
either (Eph. ii. 5 ; Col. ii. 13). The a4 is the eternal life which is mani- 
fested at the Parousia (Col. ili. 3 f.), and therefore in reality the KAnpovouia 


because no ¢hird possibility is given in the 
divine plan of salvation. 


1 Also in 1 Cor. vi. 15, ody (in opposition to 
Stdlting’s appeal to the passage) introduces 


a possible (mischievous) inference from 
what immediately precedes, to be at once 
repelled with horror by “7 yéevorto. 

2 See the fuller statement at ver. 20. 

3 See Lobeck, Phryn. p. 272. 

4This consequence depends upon the 
dilemma: Life may be procured either 
through the promises 07 through the law. 
If, therefore, the law stands in opposition 
to the promises, so that the latter shall no 
longer be valid, the Jaw must be able to 
procure life. This dilemma is correct, 


5 Even if av be not genuine, this interpre- 
tation is not altered (Buttmann, newt. Gr. 
p. 194, 6); and we cannot explain (with Hof- 
mann): ‘‘If there was given, etc., then 
was,” ete. This imperfect (erat) would be 
illogical; Paul would have written éortv or 
yéyovev, 

‘ 6 Winer, p. 127; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 
7, 18. 

7 Winer, Rickert, Matthies, Olshausen, 
Ewald, Wieseler, Hauck, Hofmann, Buhl, 
and others, following older expositors. 
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(vv. 18, 29).1 — dvra¢ éx vduov dv qv 4 Suxatoobvy] then in reality (not merely in 
Jewish imagination) the law would be that, from which the existence of right- 
eousness would proceed, namely, by its enabling men to offer complete obe- 
dience. The argument proceeds ab effectu, ‘‘ from the effect” (Cwororjoar), 
ad causam, ‘‘to the cause” (7 dixacoobvn), for, without being righteous before 
God, man cannot attain eternal life : not as Rickert, Wieseler, Hofmann, 
and others, in accordance with their view of ¢wor., are compelled to assume, 
a causa (the new moral life whereby the law is fulfilled) ad effectum, ‘‘ for 
the effect” (the d:cacoctvy which would be acquired by the fulfilment of 
the law). The relation between Gworoujou and 7 dixacocivy is aptly indicated 
by Oecumenius : ov« éowoev ods édixaiwoev, ‘‘neither saved nor justified,” 
and by Bengel: ‘‘ Justitia est vitae fundamentum, ‘ Righteousness is the 
foundation of life.” 

Ver. 22. But the case supposed (0667 véuoc 6 duvapu. Cworomoar) does not 
exist : for, on the contrary, according to the Scriptures all men have been 
subjected to the dominion of sin, and the purpose of God therein was, that 
the promised salvation should not come from the law, but should be bestowed 
on believers on account of faith in Christ. [See Note LI., p. 161.] What 
sort of position is assigned under these circumstances to the law, is then 
stated in ver. 23. — ovvéxAeicev 1) ypagy k.t.2.| Scripture is personified, as in 
ver. 8. That which God has done, because it is divinely revealed and attest- 
ed in Scripture (see Rom. iii. 9-19) and thereby appears an infallible certain- 
ty, is represented as the act of Scripture, which the latter, as in its utterances 
the professed self-revelation of God, has accomplished. The Scripture—that 
is, when regarded apart from the personification, God, according to the di- 
vine testimony of the Scripture—has brought all into ward under sin, that is, 
has put the whole of mankind without exception into the relation of bond- 
age, in which sin (comp. Rom. iii. 9) has them, as it were, under lock and 
key, so that they cannot escape from this control and attain to moral free- 
dom. On the figurative expression, and on the conception of the matter as 
a divine measwre (not a mere declaration), compare on Rom, xi. 82. Fol- 
lowing Chrysostom (72éyev) and others, Hermann finds the sense : ‘per le- 
gem demum cognitum esse peccatum,” ‘‘that only by the law is sin known” 
(Rom. vii. 7 f., ii. 19 ff.), which, however, does not correspond with the 
significance of the carefully-chosen ovvéxAevcev, and is also at varianee with 
7 ypaeh, Which is by no means’ equivalent to vdu0c, but denotes the O. T., 
whilst 6 vduoc in the whole connection is the institute of the law. The bond 
of guilt which is implied in the dominion of sin is obvious of itself, without 
any need for explaining ayapriay as the guilt of sin. — Moreover, the empha- 
sis is on the prefixed ovvéxdewev : included, so that freedom, that is, the at- 
tainment of dixasoohyn, is not to be thought of. vyxdelevv, however, does 
not denote : to include together, with one another, as Bengel, Usteri, and 
others hold,* which is clearly proved by the fact that the word is very often 


Comp. ¢ycerar, ver. 12, to which our Theodoret), Beza, Calvin, Baumgarten, 
wor. glances back. Crusius and others think. 
2 As, following the Fathers (but not § Not even in Rom. xi. 32. 
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used of the shutting up of one, unaccompanied by others ;1 but cvy corre- 
sponds to the idea of complete custody, so that the enclosed are entirely and 
absolutely held in by the barriers in question.” — ra rdvra] the collective whole, 
not : all which man ought to do (Ewald), but like rove ravtac, Rom. xi. 32. 
The newter used of persons, who are thus brought under the point of view 
of the general category : the totality.* According to Calvin, Beza, Wolf, 
Bengel, and others (comp. also Hofmann), ra rdvra is supposed to refer not 
merely to men, but also to everything which they are, have, or do. But the 
figurative ovvéxdeccer, and also the context by toi¢ wicrebover and the personal 
indications contained in ver. 23 ff., give the preference to our interpreta- 
tion. Besides, ra ravra, taken of things, would mean all things,‘ which is 
here unsuitable.® — iva 7 érayyedia x.7.2.] the purpose of God, because that 
which was previously represented as the action of Scripture was in reality 
the action of God.° — 7 éxayyexia] that which was promised, a sense which the 
abstract receives through do67j." That which is meant is the promised gift, 
already well known from the context, namely, the «Aypovouia, vv. 16, 18. — 
tx ziotewc| not from obedience to the law, which with that subjection under 
the control of sin was impossible, but so that the divine bestowal proceeds, 
as regards its subjective cause, from faith in Jesus Ohrist.2 The emphasis is 
on this éx for. “I. X., and not on érayyedia (Hofmann).* — roi¢ miorebovor] is 
explained by Winer and others as an apparent tautology arising from the 
importance of this proposition (and therefore emphatic); but without ade- 
quate ground ;”° the expression, on the contrary, is quite in keeping with 
the circumstances of the Galatians. That salvation was intended for believ- 
ers, was not denied ; but they held to the opinion that obedience to the law 
must necessarily be the procuring cause of this salvation. Paul therefore 
says: in order that, in virtue of faith in Jesus Christ, not in virtue of obe- 
dience to the law, salvation should be given to the believers—so that thus 
the believers have no need of anything further than faith.” 

Ver. 23. Aé] no longer connected with 4224 (Hofmann), but leading over 
to a new portion of the statement (the counterpart to which is to follow in 
ver. 25),—namely, to the position which the law held under the circum- 
stances expressed in ver. 25. Before the introduction of faith, it was to 
guard and maintain those who belonged to it in this relation of bondage, so 
that they should not get rid of it and become free,—a liberation which was 
reserved for the faith which was to come. — rpé roi dé éAOciv] dé in the third 


141Sam. xxiy. 19; Ps. xxxi. 9; Polyb. xi. 5 Comp. on the matter itself, Rom. iii. 
2. 10; 1 Mace. xi. 66, xii. 7. 9, 19. 
2 Comp. Herod. vii. 129: Acuyn ovyKaAnio- 6 Therefore we must not (with Semler, 


pévn mavrosev, ‘a harbor shut in from every Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Winer, Matthi- 
side,” Eur. Hec. 487 ; Polyb. i. 17. 8, i. 51. 10, as, and others) explain it ‘‘ logically : that 
iii. 117. 11; also Plat. Tim. p. 71 C, where it it might appear to be given,”’ etc. 


is used with éudparrey ; 1 Mace. iv. 31, v. 5. 7 Comp. ver. 14. 

Una includere, “ shut in together,’’ would be 8 Comp. ver. 8. 

ovykaraxdecev, Herod. i. 182; Lucian, Vit. ® See ver. 23 ff. 

aubt. 9, D. mort. xiv. 4. 10 Passages such as-ver. 9, Rom. i. 17, Phil. 
3 See on 1 Cor. i. 27; Arrian. v. 22. 1. iii. 9, are not relevant here. 


4 Xen. Mem. i. 11; Rom. xi. 36, e¢ al. 11 Comp. v. 4 f. 
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place with the prepositional phrase.’ — Here also rior is neither doctrina 
jidem postulans, ‘‘ the doctrine demanding faith,” the gospel, as most ancient 
expositors and Schott think, nor the dispensation of faith,? but subjective faith, 
which is treated objectively. Comp. on i. 238, ili. 2. As long as there was 
not yet any belief in Christ, faith was not yet present ; but when on the 
preaching of the gospel men believed in Christ, the faith, which was previ- 
ously wanting, had come, that is, had now set in, had presented itself,— 
namely, in the hearts of those who had become believers. On éAfeiv as ap- 
plied to mental things and states, which set in, comp. Pind. Nem. i. 48 
(hopes); Plat. Pol. iii. p. 402 A (understanding) ; Soph. O. R. 681 (dékyoxc, 
opinion). Comp. also Rom. vii. 9.—*imd véuov ébpovpobueba ovyKdebuevor] 
(see the critical notes) : under the law we were held in custody, so that we were 
placed in ward with a view to the faith about to be revealed. The subject 
is: we Jewish Christians (ver. 25) ; the emphasis is on id véuov, and after- 
wards on riorw. The law is represented as a ruler, wider whose dominion 
(bd véuov) those who belonged to it were held in moral captivity, as in a 
prison ; so that they, as persons shut up in the ¢povpa, ‘‘ ward,” under lock 
and key, were placed beyond the possibility of liberation—which was only 
to ensue by means of the faith that was to be revealed in the future.* The 
words and the context do not yield more than this : the puedagogic efficacy 
of the law is not inferred till ver. 24, and is not to be anticipated here. 
This view is opposed to that of many expositors,4 who find already expressed 
here that paedagogic function, which, however, is understood in the sense 
of the ‘‘usus poltticus,” ‘‘ political use,” of the law (but see on ver, 24): ‘‘in 
severam legis disciplinam, quae ne in omnem libidinem effunderemur cavit, 
traditi,” ‘‘ delivered to the strict discipline of the law, which guarded us from 
giving ourselves over to every lust,” Winer. But the whole explanation of 
the law guarding from sin (to which also Wieseler refers égpovp.) is opposed 
to the correct interpretation of ray rapaBdcew yap (ver. 19), and also to 
ver. 22. The captivity so forcibly described by Paul is just the sinful 
bondage under the law, Rom. vii. 1; 1 Cor. xv. 56. Observe, moreover, in 
order to a just understanding of the passage, that id vdéuov, according to 
the very position of the words, cannot without proceeding arbitrarily 
be connected with ovy«’.°—a connection which is not warranted by the 


1See Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 397 ; Klotz, 
ad Devar. Il. p. 878 f. 

2 Buhl, comp. Rickert. 

3If,with Winer, Usteri, and Schott, édpovp., 
is explained merely as asservabamur (1 Pet. 
i. 5),—comp. Hofmann, ‘ we were held in 
keeping,’—it yields, according to the con- 
nection with cvyxexAcconévor, and with the 
inference thereupon of the paedagogic func- 
tion of the law, too weak a thought. Comp. 
Wisd. xvii. 16. Luther, Calvin, and many 
others, including Riickert and de Wette, 
have rightly found in édpovp. and ovyxexa. 
the figurative idea of a prison (dpovprov 


Plat. Aw. p. 365 E; ¢povpa, Plat. Phaed. 
p. 62 ff). The prison, however, is not the law 
itself; but the latter is the ruler, under 
whose power the captives are in prison,— 
because, namely, under the law, as the 
Svvaputs THs auaptias (1 Cor. xv. 56), they are 
not in a position to attain to the freedom 
of moral life. 

4 Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, Winer, Riickert, 
Schott, Ewald, and others. 

5So de Wette, Wieseler, and many 
others, also my own former interpretation. 
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other thought, ver. 22,—but must be joined to égpovp ;! and further, that 
the present participle cvyxAecéuevor (with the eic rv uéAd. x.7.2. belonging to 
it) forms the modal definition of ébpovpobueba, representing the continued opera- 
tion of the latter, which, constantly appearing in fresh acts, renders libera- 
tion impossible. Hofmann? understands ovykdeiew sic in the sense of con- 
straining to something ; it expresses in his view the constraining power, with 
which subjection to the law served to keep the people directed towards tho 
faith which was to be revealed in the future.* Such an use of the phrase is 
indubitably found among later Greek authors, and is especially frequent in 
Polybius ; * but how improbable, and in fact incredible it is, that Paul should 
have here used this word in a different sense from that in which he used it 
immediately before in ver. 22, and in the kindred passage, Rom. xi. 32 (he 
has it not elsewhere)! This sense could not have occurred to any reader. 
Besides, the idea of constraint against one’s will, which must be conveyed in 
ovykAebu. eic,® and which Hofmann obliterates (‘‘the law conferred on the 
people ts distinctive position, and its abiding in this distinctive position was 
at the same time an abiding directed towards the faith that was to come”), 
would neither agree with the text (vv. 22, 24) nor harmonize with history. ° 
—eilc tHv pédovoay riot aroKaAvdOjvar] AS cic in ver. 24 is evidently to be 
understood as ¢elic, and as the temporal interpretation usque ad, ‘‘ up to,” 7 after 
Tpo Tov éAOsiv tv riot, Which includes in itself the terminus ad quem, would 
be very unmeaning, éic is to be explained : towards the faith, that is, with 
the design, that we should pass over into the state of faith. Luther (1519) 
aptly remarks: ‘‘in hoc, ut fide futura liberaremur,” ‘‘in this, that 
we should be freed by future faith.” In accordance with the view 
of Oecumenius, Theophylact, Augustine, Calovius, Raphel, Bengel, Hof- 
mann, cic x.7.2. is to be connected with cvyxiecduevor, because the latter, 
without this annexation of the telic statement eic¢ x.r.2., would not form a 
characteristic modal definition of égpovp. This ei¢ «.7.2. is, in the history of 
salvation, the divine aim of that cbyxAevorc, which was to cease on its attain- 
ment ; Christ is the end of the law. Comp. ver. 22, where iva x.r.4. corre- 
sponds with the eic¢ x.r.2. here. — péAAovoar] is peed first,* because with 
that earlier situation is contrasted the subsequent future state of things which 
was throughout the object of its aim.® — aroxadvb7va] for so long as there 
was not yet belief in Christ, faith had not yet made its appearance : it was 
still an element of life hidden in the counsel of God, which became revealed 
as a historical phenomenon, when Christ had come and the gospel—the 


1 Augustine and many others, also Hof- 
mann, Reithmayr, Buhl. 

2 Comp. his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 59. 

3’ Raphel, Polyb. p. 518, has understood 
ovyxdete eis ina similar way to Hofmann, 
and finely paraphrased it: ‘‘ eo necessitatis 
quem adigere, ut ad fidem tanquam sacram 
ancoram confugere cogatur,” “to drive 
with such a degree of necessity, that it is 
compelled to betake itself to faith as a 
sacred anchor.”’ Comp. Bengel. 


4See Raphel, and Schweighauser, Lea. 
Polyb. p. 571 f. 

® See Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 545. 

6 Rom. xi. ; Acts xxviii. 25 ff. 

‘Erasmus, Grotius, Michaelis, Koppe, 
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Rickert, Usteri, and 
others. 

8Paui did not write «is r. mior. T. EAA. 
amok. 

® Comp. on Rom. viii. 18. 
1 Pet. v. 1, 2 Mace. viii. 11. 


Similarly in 
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preaching of faith (vv. 2, 5)—was made known. ’Azoxad, cannot be under- 
stood as the infinitive of design and, according to the reading ovyxekAeropévor, 
as belonging to the latter word,’ because in the religious-historical connec- 
tion of the text it must signify the final appearance of the blessing of salva- 
tion, which hitherto asa pvorjpiov, ‘‘ mystery,” had been unknown (Rom. xvi. 
25). Besides, Paul would thus have written very far from clearly; he must at 
least have placed the infinitive before ovyxexieo. 

Ver. 24. Accordingly the law has become our paedagogue unto Christ. Asa 
paedagogue® has his wards in guidance and training for the aim of their 


future majority, so the law has taken us into a guidance and training,’ 


of which Christ was the aim, that is, of which the aim was that we in 
due time should no longer be under the law, but should belong to 
Christ. This munus paedagogicum, ‘‘ pedagogical office,” however, result- 
ing from ver. 23, did not consist in the restriction of sin,* or in the circum- 
stance that the law ‘‘ab inhonestis minarum asperitate deterreret,” ‘““by the 
asperity of its threats deterred from dishonorable things,” *—views de- 
cidedly inconsistent with the aim expressed in ver. 19, and with the tenor 
of ver. 23, which by no means expresses the idea of preparatory improve- 
ment ; but it consisted in this, that the law prepared those belonging to it 
for the future reception of Christian salvation (justification by faith) in such 
a manner that, by virtue of the principle of sin which it excited, it contin- 
ually brought about and promoted transgressions (ver. 19 ; Rom. vii. 5 ff.), 
thereby held the people in moral bondage (in the gpovpa, ver. 23), and by 
producing at the same time the acknowledgment of sin (Rom. iii. 20) 
powerfully brought home to the heart (Rom. vii. 24) the sense of guilt and 
of the need of redemption from the divine wrath (Rom. iv. 15),—a redemp- 
tion which, with our natural moral impotence, was not possible by means 
of the law itself (Rom. iii. 19 f., viii. 3). Luther appropriately remarks : 
‘Lex enim ad gratiam praeparat, dum peccatum revelat et auget, humilians 
superbos ad auxilium Christi desiderandum,” ‘‘ For the law prepares for 
grace, while it reveals and amplifies sin, humbling the proud to desire 
Christ’s aid.” ° Under this paedagogal discipline man finally cries out : 
tahairwpoc tyé, Rom. vii. 24. —ei¢ Xprordv] not usqgue ad Christum, ‘until 
Christ,” ° but designating the end aimed at, as is shown by iva ék x. dux. 3 
comp. ver. 23. Chrysostom and his successors,’ Erasmus, Zeger, Elsner, and 
others, refer cic to the idea that the law rpd¢ tov Xpiorédy, b¢ éoriv 6 dWddoxadoc, 
argye, ‘“led to Christ, who is the teacher,” just as the paedagogi had to con- 


1 Matthias: ‘‘in order to become mani- Comp. also Simplic. Zpict. 10, p. 116, ed. 
fest, as those who were under the ban with Schweigh.; and see Grotius on our passage. 


a view to the future faith.” 4 Winer, and most expositors, including de 
2 See on 1 Cor. ty. 15. Wette, Baur, Hofmann, Reithmayr, but not 
Comp. Liban. D. xxy. p. 5760: mparov _— Usteri, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler. 

Mev VOU@ Tadaywyjcomey avTeYV THY mpoaipe- 5 See also Weiss, dibl. Theol. p. 287 f. ; Hol- 

OL, WS av THY ard TOD VOmoU Cynuiav dvadvdpevar sten, z. Huang. ad. Paul. u. Petr. p. 315 f. 

owOpovety avaykagwvrar, “at first by means 6 Castalio, J. Cappellus, Morus, Rosen- 

of the law we will moderate their course of miiller, Riickert, Matthias. 

life, that, avoiding the penalty from the 7 See Suicer, 7hes. II. pp. 421, 544. 


law, they may be compelled to be discreet.” 
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duct the boys to the schools and gymnasia.! But this introduces the idea of 
Christ as a teacher, which is foreign to the passage ; He is conceived of as 
reconciler (iva éx rior. dix.) [See Note LIL, p. 162.] — iva ék riorew¢ dixarw6.] is 
the divine destination, which the paedagogic function of the law was to ful- 
filin those who were subject to it. The emphatic ix riorewe (by faith, not 
by the law) shows how erroneously the paedagogic efficacy of the law is re- 
ferred to the restriction of sin. 

Ver. 25. No longer dependent on the ore in ver. 24. Paul now desires 
to unfold the beautiful picture of the salvation which had come, — oixéri] This 
is the breathing afresh of freedom. On the matter itself, comp. Rom. vi. 
14, x. 4, vil. 25. — 4rd raday.] without article : under tutorial power. 

Ver. 26. The argumentative emphasis is laid first on ravtec, and then, not 
on vioi,—which expositors have been wont to understand in the pregnant 
sense : sons of full age, free, in contrast to the wait implied in radaywyédc,? 
—but on viol Oe0%, because in this Ocov the vioi actually has its express and 
full definition, and therefore to supply the defining idea is quite unwarrant- 
able. Adi of you are sons of God by means of faith ;* but where all without 
exception and without distinction are sons of God, and are so through 
faith, none can be, like Israel before the appearance of faith, under the 
dominion of the law, because the new state of life, that of with, is 
something altogether different,—namely, fellowship with the vidry¢ of 
Christ (ver. 27). To be a son of God through faith, and to be under 
the old tutorial training, are contradictory relations, one of which ex- 
cludes the other, The higher, and in fact perfect relation,* excludes 
the lower. — zdyrec¢] Paul now speaks in the second person, because what 
is said in ver. 26 f. held good, not of the Jewish Christians alone (of 
whom he previously spoke in the jirst person), but of all Christians in 
general as such, consequently of all his readers whom he now singles 
out for address ; whether they may have previously been Jews or Gen- 
tiles, now they are sons of God. Hofmann supposes that Paul meant by 
the second person his Gentile-Christian readers, and wished to employ what 
he says of them in proof of his assertion respecting those who had been pre- 
viously subject to the law. In this case he must, in order to be intelligible, 
have used some such words as kai yap byeic éOvn mavrec x.7.2. According to 
the expression in the second person used without any limitation, the Gala- 
tian Christians must have considered themselves addressed as a whole with- 
out distinction, —a view clearly confirmed to them by the dca (ver. 27), and 
the "Iovdaioc vids “EXAnv comp. with mravrec iueic (ver. 28). Where, on the 
other hand, Paul is thinking of the Galatians as Gentile Christians (so far 
as the majority of them actually were so), this may be simply gathered from 


1Plat. Lys. p. 208 C; Dem. 313. 12; Ael. 
V. H. iii. 21. 

2See, against this view, Wieseler and 
Matthias. 

3 Sa 7. rior. stands third in the order of 
emphasis, but has not the main stress laid 
upon it in contradistinction to the mavtes 
(Hofmann), as if it stood immediately after 


TavTEs yap, 

4Theodoret aptly remarks: ¢éSefée tov 
memLaTEVKOTWY TO TEAELOY: TL yap TEAELOTEPOY 
Tov viav xpymatigovTwy @eod, ‘‘He showed 
that which is complete in those who have 
believed ; for what is more complete than 
sons enjoying communion with God?” 
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the context (iv. 8). —év Xpuor@ "Iyoot] belongs to ricrews. According to 
the construction rioreber &v ti, 4 miotic év Xpior@ is fides in Christo reposita, 
the faith resting in Christ ; the words being correctly, in point of grammar, 
combined so as to form one idea.? But Usteri, Schott, Hofmann, Wieseler, 
Ewald, Matthias, Reithmayr (Estius also pronouncing it allowable), join év 
Xp. "I. with viol Oeot éore, of which it is alleged to be the modal definition ; 
specially explaining the sense, either as ‘‘ utpote Christo prorsus addicti” 
(Schott), or of the “inclusion in Christ” (Hofmann), or as assigning the ob- 
jective ground of the sonship, which has its subjective ground in dca r. 
(Wieseler ; comp. Hofmann and Buhl). But all these elements are already — 
obviously involved in d:d r. rior. itself, so that év X. ’I., as parallel to dua r. x., 
would be simply superfluous and awkward ; whereas, connected with 6d 
rT. m., it expresses the emphatic and indeed solemn completeness of this idea 
(comp. ver. 22), in accordance with the great thought of the sentence, 
coming in all the more forcibly at the end, as previously in the case of é/6eiv 
(ver. 28) and éAGotone (ver. 25) the ricrie was mentioned without its object, 
and the latter was left to be understood as a matter of course. 

Ver. 27. The words just used, vioi Ocov éore, expressing what the readers 
as a body are through faith in Christ, are now confirmed by the mention of 
the origin of this relation ; and the ground on which the relation is based 
is, that Christ is the Son of God.* —éca] corresponding to the emphatic 
mévrec in ver. 26. — eic Xpiotdv] in relation to Christ,* so that ye who belong 
to Christ through baptism become partakers in fellowship of life with Him. 
— Xprorév évedtoache| laying aside the figure, according to the connection : 
Ye have appropriated the same peculiar state of life, that is, the very same 
specific relation to God, in which Christ stands ; consequently, as He is the 
Son of God, ye have likewise entered into the sonship of God, namely by 
means of the rvevua viofeciac received at baptism.® Observe, besides, how 
baptism necessarily presupposes the werdvo.a (Acts ii. 88) and faith.*° The 
entrance on the state of being included in Christ, as Hofmann from the point 
of view of elva év X. explains thé expression, is likewise tantamount to the 
obtaining a share in the sonship of God. The figure, derived from the 
putting on of a characteristic dress,’ is familiar both to the Greek authors 


, 
TLOT. 


1See Mark i. 15; Eph, i. 13; LXX. Ps. 
Ixxviii. 22; Jer. xii. 6; Clem. 1 Cor. 22: 7 év 
Xpiot® miotis, Ignat. ad Philad. 8: & re 


if you have put on Christ and Christ is the 
Son of God, by the same garment you are 
sons of God.” 


hee 


evayyediw ov mLigTEVw, 

2 See Winer, p. 128; Fritzsche, ad Mare. 
p. 63, ad Rom. I. p. 195 f. Comp. Eph. i. 1, 
153 Colsi.4* 1 Tim: iii, 13: 

3 Comp. Chrysostom: €i 6 Xpioros vids tod 
@cod, od Sé avrov evdedvcar Tov vidr Exwy év 
€QUTO Kai mpds avTov OmowwOels cis play cUyyér- 
evavkat piav idéav HxOns, ‘If Christ is the 
Son of God and you have put on Him, hav- 
ing the Son in himself, you also, being made 
like Him, have been brought into one family 
tnd one image.’ Luther, 1519: ‘‘ Si autem 
Christum induistis, Christus autem filius Dei, 
et vos eodem indumento filit Dei estis,” ‘But 


*See on Rom. vi. 3. 

5 iv. 5-7; Rom. viii. 15; 1 Cor. vi. 11; Tit. 
iii. 5. 

6 Comp. Neander, II. p. 778 f.; Messner, 
Lehre der Ap. p. 279. 

7 Looking at the very general occurrence 
of the figure, and seeing that the context 
contains no indication whatever of any 
special reference, we must entirely reject 
any historical or ritual references. See the 
many discussions of the earlier expositors in 
Wolf. By some the figure was looked upon 
as referring to heathen customs (as Ben- 
gel: ‘‘Christus nobis est,’’ ** Christ is to us 


CHAP, LE =28. 157 
and the Rabbins.’ In the latter passage the putting on of Christ is enjoined, 
but it is here represented as having taken place ; for in that passage it is con- 
ceived under the ethical, but here under the primary dogmatic, point of 
view.’ Usteri incorrectly desires to find in the évdteo#a: Xpiordv of our pas- 
sage, not the entering into the sonship of God, but the putting on of the new 
man (Col. iii. 9-11), having especial reference to the thought of the univer- 
salistic, purely human clement, in which all the religious differences which 
have hitherto separated men from one another are done away. This view 
is inconsistent with the word actually used (Xp.orév), and with the context 
(viol Oov, ver. 26). Nevertheless, Wieseler has in substance supported the 
view of Usteri, objecting to our interpretation that viol Oeov expresses a son- 
ship of God different from that of Christ, who was begotten of God. It is 
true that Christians are the sons of God only by adoption (viobesia) ; but just 
by means of this new relation entered upon in baptism, they have morally 
and legally entered into the like state of life with the only-begotten Son, 
and have become, although only His brethren by adoption, still His brethren.*® 
This is sufficient to justify the conception of having put on Christ, wherein 
the metaphysical element of difference subsists, as a matter of course, but is 
left out of view. On the legal aspect of the relation, comp. ver. 29 ; Rom. 
viii: 17. — Moreover, that the formula év Xpvor@ eiva: is not to be explained 
from the idea Xpiordv évdtoacba, see in Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 82. Just 
as little, however, is the converse course to be adopted (Hofmann), because 
both elva: év revs and évdboacbai tiva or te are frequently used in the N. T. 
and out of it, without any correlation of the two ideas necessarily existing. 
The two stand independently side by side, although in point of fact it is 
correct that whosoever is év Xpvor@ has put on Christ through baptism. 

Ver. 28. After ye have thus put on Christ, the distinctions of your 
various relations of life apart from Christianity have vanished ; from the 
standpoint of this new condition they have no further validity, any more 
than if they were not in existence. — é] is an abbreviated form for éveore 
(1 Cor. vi. 5 ; Col. iii. 11 ; Jas. i. 17), not the adverbially used preposition, * 
as Winer, Usteri, Wieseler, and others assume, with the accent thrown 
back. Against this view it is decisive, that very frequently é and év are 
used together,* and yet there is no éori added, whereby the é shows that it 
stands independently as a compound word = éveors or éveot.® Translate : 
there is not, namely, in this state of things when ye have all put on Christ, 


a Jew, etc. 


the toga virilis’’), by others to Jewish cus- 
toms (‘it applies to the putting on of the 
robes of the high priest at his appointment,” 
Deyling, Odss. II. p. 480, ed. 2), by others 
to Christian customs (‘it applies to the 
putting on of new—at a later time white— 
garments after baptism,” Beza). The latter 
idea is especially to be set aside, because 
the custom concerned cannot be shown to 
have existed in apostolic times ; at any rate, 
it has only originated from the N. T. idea 
of the putting on of the new man, and is 


The ieic in vv. 28, 29 shows that the individualizing form of 


its emblematic representation. 

1 Schoettgen, Hor. p. 572. See on Rom. 
xiii. 14. 

2 Comp. Luther, 1538. 

3 Comp. Rom. viii. 29. 

4Hom. Od. vii. 96; Schaefer, 
p. 51; Kuthner, IT. § 618. 

54 Cor. vi. 5, and frequently in Greek 
authors, as Xen. Anad. vy. 3. 11; Herod. vii. 
112. 

6 Comp. Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 591. 


ad Bos. 
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statement, applying to the readers, is still continued ; therefore Hofmann is 
wrong, although consistent with his erroneous interpretation of the second 
person in ver. 26 f., intaking é as general: “in Ohrist,” or ‘‘ now since 
JSaith has come,” on the ground that év juiv is not added (which was obvious 
of itself from the context).’—dpcev xai 67/v] Comp. Matt. xix. 4. The re- 
lation here is conceived otherwise than in the previous ok . . . ovdé, namely : 
there are not male and female, two sexes ; so that the negative is not to be 
supplied after xat.?— mavre¢ yap «.t.A.] Proof from the relation cancelling 
these distinctions, which is now constituted : For ye all are one, ye form a 


single moral person ; so that now those distinctions of individuals outside’ 


of Christianity appear as non-existent, completely merged in that higher 
unity to which ye are all raised in virtue of your fellowship of life with 
Christ. This is the el¢ xawd¢ dvOpuroc, Eph. ii. 15. Observe the emphatic 
mavrec as in ver. 26, and 600 in ver. 27.— év XpiotG Ijoov] Definition of cic 
gore. They are one, namely, not absolutely, but in the definite sense of their 
relation as Christians, inasmuch as this unity is causally dependent on Christ, 
to whom they all belong and live (ii. 20 ; 2 Cor. v. 15f. ; Rom. xiv. 8). ® 
Ver. 29. But by your thus belonging to Christ ye are also Abraham’s 
posterity : for Christ is indeed the orépua AB, ‘‘ seed of Abraham” (ver. 16), 
and, since ye have entered into the relation ef Christ, ye must consequently 
have a share in the same state, and must likewise be Abraham’s oxépua, 
‘seed ;”? with which in conformity to the promise is combined the result, that 
yeare heirs, that is, that ye, just like heirs who have come into the possession 
of the property belonging to them, have as your own the salvation of the 
Messianic kingdom promised to Abraham and his seed (the realization of 
which is impending). — dé] drawing a further inference, so that, after the ex- 
planation contained in ver. 28, ei dé tuei¢ Xpiorov in point of fact resumes the 
Xpuordv évedtoaobe of ver. 27. The emphatic tveic has as its background of 
contrast the natural descendants of Abraham, who as such do not belong to 
Christ and therefore are not Abraham’s orépua. —rov ’ABp.] correlative to 
Xpvorov, and emphatically prefixed. Ye are Abraham’s seed, because Christ is 
so (ver. 16), whose position has become yours (ver. 27).*— Kar’ érayy.] for 
TO ABp. épppOnoav al érayyediae kat 76 oméppuarte avtov, ver. 16. It is 
true that this orépya in ver. 16 is Christ: but Christians have put on Christ 
(ver. 27), and are altogether one in Christ (ver. 28) ; thus the kar’ éxayy. (in 
conformity with promise) finds its justification. But the emphasis is laid, not 
on Kaz’ érayy. as contrasted with xaraé véuovr,° or with another order of heirs, ° 
or with natural inheritance (Reithmayr), but on KAypovduor, which forms the 
link of connection with the matter that follows in ch. iv., and both here and 
at iv. 7 constitutes the important key-stone of the argument. This xAnpovdpor 
is the triwmph of the whole, accompanied with the seal of divine certainty by 
means Of kar’ érayy. ; the two together forming the final death-blow to the 
Judaistic opponents, which comes in all the more forcibly without xai (see 


1Astothe idea generally, comp. Col. iii. 4 Comp. Theodoret and Theophylact. 
11; Rom. x. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 18. 5 Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Wieseler. 
2 Bornemann, ad Act. xv. 1. 6 Hofmann. 


3 See Col. iii. 11. 
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critical notes). The alleged contrast was obvious of itself long before in 
the words orépua tov ’ABp. (comp. ver. 18). The article was no more 
requisite than in ver. 18. — xAnpovduoc] The connection with the sequel 
shows, that the sense of heir is intended here. Toi ’AGp. is not, however, 
to be again supplied to kAnpovduo, as might be inferred from orépua ; but, 
without supplying a genitive of the person inherited from, we have to think 
of the kAnpovouia of the Messianic salvation.’ Against the supplying of roo 
"ABp. we may decisively urge not only the sequel, in which nothing what- 
ever is said of any inheriting from Abraham, but also kar érayy. For if 
Paul had wished to express the idea that Christians as the children of 
Abraham were also the heirs of Abraham, the kar’ érayy. would have been in- 
appropriate ; because the promise (ver. 16) had announced the heirship of the 
Messianic kingdom to Abraham and his seed, but had not announced this 
heirship in the first instance to Abraham, and then announced to his seed in 
their turn that they should be Abraham’s heirs. 


Notes By AMERICAN EprrTor. 


XLIT. Ver. 1. év syiv, 


” 


On the other hand, the interpretation of év jyiv as ‘‘in your hearts,” is just 
as inconsistent with kar’ 6¢9aAuovc, and there seems to be no satisfactory 
ground for deserting the ordinary classical meaning of mpoypddew as palam 
seribere (Sieffert). ‘Not only does this meaning harmonize best with the promi- 
nent and purely local kar’ d64%aAuovg (compare kar’ dupata, Soph. Antig. 756), 
but also best illustrates the peculiar and suggestive ¢Gdoxavev, which thus gains 
great force and point, ‘who could have bewitched you by his gaze, when you 
had only to fix your eyes on Christ to escape the fascination.’ Comp. Numb. 
xxi. 9’’ (Ellicott). 


XLII. Ver. 4. eiye. 


Sieffert notes that the e/ye may have either a positive or contingent force, 
like the Latin siquidem, viz., either ‘‘as indeed” or ‘‘if indeed.’’ The connec- 
tion (ver. 5) requires the latter, not as indicating a possibility of improvement, 
but the possibility that the readers had not yet fully reached the dreaded 
extreme, Eadie quotes the Syriac as: ‘“‘AndI would that it were vain.” 


XLIV. Ver. 6. éhoyio8n aity eic¢ dixavcoobyny. 


“The apostle is speaking of faith, not as it is a quality inhering in us (for in 
that respect it does not justify, since it is obedience to only one commandment, 
is imperfect and long already due), but as it apprehends the redemption of 
Christ. . . . Scripture not only asserts that faith is accounted to us for right- 
eousness, but also that Christ ‘is our righteousness,’ Jer. xxiii. 6, xxxiii. 16; 
in Him ‘we have righteousness,’ Is. xlv. 24; ‘who of God is made unto us 
righteousness,’ 1 Cor. i. 30; ‘in Him we are made the righteousness of God,’ 


1 Comp. Rom. viii. 17. 
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2 Cor. vy. 21. Since, therefore, Christ and faith are said to be at the same time 
our righteousness, the consequence is that faith is and is caJled our righteous- 
ness, because it apprehends Christ’s righteousness and makes it ours’ (Ger- 
hard’s Loci Theologici, vii. 262). 


XLY. Ver. 8. évevAoynfjoovrat. 


Sieffert argues at length that Meyer’s statement, instead of identifying the 
blessing with justification, should have simply named the latter as the neces- 
sary precondition of the former, which with Bahr he regards as ‘‘ the life com- 


municated by the spirit.” The two are, however, so closely joined that Meyer’ 


really affirms no substantial error. 


XLVI. Ver. 16. 1@ oréppate. 


Better Eadie: ‘‘The apostle’s argument is that the singular orépya signifies 
what the plural orépuata could not have suggested. . . . It is true that omépya 
may have a plural signification, as in Rom. iv. 18, ix.7. . . . In the promise 
made to Abraham, however, the singular term is not a collective unity, but has 
an impersonal sense which no plural form could have borne. The singular 
form thus gives ground to the interpretation which he advances. The Septua- 
gint had already given a similar personal meaning to orépya — avtde cov tHdjoet 
kegadnv, Gen. iii. 15. That seed is Christ—not Jesus in individual humanity, 
but the Messiah so promised.”” Lightfoot : ‘‘He is not laying stress on the 
particular word used, but on the fact that a singular noun of some kind, a col- 
lective term is employed, where ra réxva or dv’ axéyovor, for instance, might have 
been substituted.” 


XLVII. Ver.19. rév rapaBdoewr yapuv. 


We see no inconsistency in such combination. The argument of the 
apostle is: The law, far from being a means whereby the Spirit and His gracious 
comfort are received (ver. 2), is, on the contrary, simply one whereby the abyss 
of sin within man becomes manifest in outward acts. Man’s state is sin. The 
law becomes the occasion for the expression of this state in transgression. So 
the law is both the revealer of sin (original) and the occasion for sin (actual). 
Its influence is to bring the deep-seated corruption to the surface, and evoke 
the symptoms that show its real nature. The rod held before the serpent at 
once provokes its bite, and reveals its nature. This is hinted at even by the 
remark of Meyer: ‘‘ Previously there were sins, but no transgressions.”’ 


XLVIHI. Ver. 19. dv’ dyyé2ov. 


Keil and Delitzsch (commentary on Deuteronomy), on the contrary, find this 
in the Hebrew text: ‘‘The Lord came not only from Sinai, but from heaven, 
‘out of holy myriads,’ i.e., out of the midst of the thousands of holy angels who 
surround His throne (1 Kings xxii. 19; Job i.6; Dan. vii. 10), and who are 
introduced in Gen. xxviii. 12 as His holy servants, and in Gen. xxxii. 2, 3, as 
the hosts of God, and form the assembly of the holy ones around His throne 
(Ps. lxxxix. 6, 8; cf. Ps. Ixviii. 18 ; Zech. xiv. 5; Matt. xxvi. 53; Heb. xii. 22; 
Rey. v. 11, vii. 11).” 


oat Dy ae 
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XLIX. Ver. 19. év yeupt pecirov. 


We cannot appreciate the distinction made by de Wette, Sieffert, and others 
between the promise and the gospel, but recall the definition of Melanchthon 
in the Apology : ‘The gospel, which is properly the promise of the remis- 
sion of sins’’ (Mueller, p. 94, § 43). With this exception, we regard the argu- 
ment conclusive that the apostle is actually setting forth the superiority of the 
gospel or promise to the law. The ministration of angels, indeed, exhibited 
the glory of the law, which is also made manifest by Heb. xii. 18-29, wherein 
its inferiority is nevertheless set forth. Sieffert’s answer to Meyer is briefly : 
1. With reference to the mention of angels, it is in general correct that all 
manifestations and activity of angels are regarded as majestic and glorifying, 
yet that this is only the case because purely natural occurrences and purely 
natural modes of working form the antithesis, as contrasted with which the 
appearance of angels is an indication of divine working. 2. The word peoirne, 
applied, it is true, to Christ in 1 Tim. ii. 5, and which even in profane writers 
varies greatly in its meaning, has not, when used with respect to Christ, the 
specific force of one who interposes between two contracting parties. In this 
connection, as not in 1 Tim. ii. 5, the weakness and not the glory of the law is 
indicated by the jeoirnc. The difference in Christ’s case is dependent on the 
person that becomes the peoityc. 3. It is shown that this position is not 
in violation of theargument. The entire passage, chap. iii. 6, iv. 7, is intended 
to prove the incorrectness of the Jewish position that the law stands in direct 
and positive relations to the divine plan of salvation, but, on the contrary, 
that it has only a negative relation and preparatory validity, that it does not 
correspond to the absolute, but only to the conditioned willof God. This is 
what is stated in concise and pointed form in ver. 20. A glorying of the law 
here would be highly out of place. 

Lightfoot really solves the difficulty involved when he finds in the peoitn¢ 
an argument for our Lord’s divinity, ‘‘ otherwise he would have been a media- 
tor in the same sense as’’ (here) ‘‘ Moses was a mediator,” 


L. Ver. 20. Entire verse. 


The interpretation of Sieffert not only deserves attention, but seems very ap- 
plicable: ‘‘ The law is inferior to the promise, as its mediator, Moses, belongs 
not to God alone, but at the same time to Him and the people of Israel. Ac- 
cording to the entire connection, this can mean only the same as already vv. 15- 
18 was indicated, that the law as a contract made between God and the people, 
whose validity depends upon what is done by the people of Israel, corresponds 
only to the conditioned will of God, but cannot be, as the autonomously given 
promise, an adequate expression of God’s absolute will, of His eternally valid 
decree of salvation.” So Sanday: ‘‘ Therefore, the promise is not a contract ; 
and resting on God it is indefeasible.” The argument of the succeeding verse 
then becomes : ‘‘ If the law given through a mediator like this belongs not to 
God alone, and is not an adequate expression of the absolute will of God to 
save, is then perhaps the law contrary to the promises of God ?” (Sieffert). 


LI. Ver. 22. £067 vdyoc. 


Not ‘‘on account of faith in Christ,’’ um des Glaubens an Christum willen, but 
‘fon account of Christ through faith,’’ wn Christus willen durch den Glauben, 


11 
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propter Christum perfidem (Augsburg Confession, Art. iv.), faith being only the 
instrumental and Christ the meritorious cause. 


LIT. Ver. 24. maidaywyo¢ é¢ ypiorov. 


Yet even though this specific application be surrendered, the generic re- 
mains, viz., that. the care of the pedagogue ends when that of a higher power 
begins. ‘‘Horace notes as a peculiar advantage of his own, that his father 
himself had taken the place of pedagogue to him, Sat., Lib. L., vi. 81, 82”’ 
(Sanday). If, however, the application of reconciliation is by the teaching of 
the gospel (Rom, x. 8, 9, 14), is there any inconsistency in regarding Christ in 
this verse as both teacher and reconciler? 


CHAP. IV. ellos 


CHAPTER ALY: 


Ver. 6. 76] Elz. has juor, against 8 A BC D* F G, and many of the Fathers, 
after the foregoing éoré. — Ver. 7. kAnpovouoc] Elz. and Scholz add Oeov dua 
Xpcorov. There are many variations, among which «dnp. dia Oeov has most ex- 
ternal attestation, viz., A B C* 8*, Copt. Vulg. Boern. Clem. Bas, Cyr. Didym. 
Ambr, Ambrosiast. Pel. ; so Lachm., Schott, Tisch. The Recepta kanp. Ocvii 
dca Xprorov is defended by C. F. A. Fritzsche in Fritzschiorwm Opusc. p. 148, and 
Reiche ; whilst Rinck, Lucubr. crit. p. 175, and Usteri, hold only kAnp. dua Xpio- 
tov as genuine, following Marian.** Jerome (238, lect. 19, have kAnp. cca 
"Inoot Xpiotov) ; Griesb. and Riick., however, would read merely KAnpovdpoc (so 
178 alone). Theophyl. Dial. c. Maced., and two min., have from Rom. viii. 17 
kAnp. fev Qeov, ovykAnp. dé Xpiorov. Amidst this great diversity, the much pre- 
ponderating attestation of KAnp. dca Ocod (in favor of which F G also range them- 
selves with kAnp. dia Oedv) is decisive ; so that the Recepta must be regarded as 
having arisen from a gloss, and the mere «Anpovduoc, which has almost no at- 
testation, as resulting from a clerical omission of dvd Ocov.— Ver. 8. dvaer uy] So 
ABC D* ES, min., vss., Ath. Nyss. Bas. Cyr. Ambr. Jer. Approved by 
Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. But Elz. Matth.. Scholz, Schott, 
Reiche, have 7 dice. Opposed to this is the decisive weight of the evidence 
just given, and the internal ground, that in rove wi gvaer over Oeoic might easily 
be found the entire non-existence of the heathen gods, which could not but be 
more satisfactory than our reading, leaving as this does to the gods reality in 
general, and only denying them actual divinity. The same cause probably in- 
duced the omission of ¢icev in K, 117, Clar. Germ. codd. Lat. in Ambr. Iv. 
Victorin. Ambrosiast.— Ver. 14. reipaoudv pov t6v] So Elz. Matth. Scholz, 
Tisch. [1859], Reiche, following D*** K L, many min., and a few vss. and 
Fathers. But A B D* F G &*, 17, 39, 67%, Copt. Vulg. It. Cyr. Jer. Aug. Am- 
brosiast. Sedul., have respaopov duov [C**, same, with addition of rév]. Recom- 
mended by Mill. and Griesb., adopted by Lachm [Tisch. 1872]. And justly ; 
tbudv not being understood, was either expunged (so C*?, min., Syr. Erp. Arm. 
Bas. Theophyl.; approved by Winer, Riick., Schott, Fritzsche), or amended by 
ov Tov. Comp. Wieseler.—-Ver. 15. ric ody] Grot., Lachm., Riick., Usteri, Ewald, 
Hofm. [Tisch. 1872] read zov ody, which is indeed attested by ABCFG ®, 
min., Syr. Arr. Syr. p. (in the margin), Arm. Copt. Vulg. Boern. Dam. Jer. Pel., 
but by the explanations of Theodore of Mopsuestia (7d ody tic évraila avr} 
Tov 70” 6 waxap.), Theodoret, Theophyl., and Oecum., is pretty well shown to 
be an ancient interpretation. — The 7v which follows is omitted in ABCL®& 
[P] min., Aeth. Damasc. Theophyl. Theodoret. ms. Expunged by Lachm. and 
Scholz, also Tisch. Rightly. According as ric was understood either correctly 
as expressing quality, or as equivalent to rod, either 7v (DE K et al.) or éore (115, 
Sedul. Jer.), or even viv (122, Erp.), was supplied. In Oecum. the reading jv 
is combined with the explanation oi by recourse to the gloss: viv yap ony dpa 


abrév, — dy] before éddéx. [8** D** E K] is wanting in ABC D* FG 8, 17, 47, 
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Dam. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. : a grammatical addition. — Ver. 17. éx- 
kAsioat bude] Elz. has éxxA 7udc, which is found only in a very few min , was intro- 
duced into the text by Beza,! and must be looked upon as an unneces- 
sary conjecture. — Ver. 18. 10 (yjAovcba] A C and four min., Damasc. have 
(nAovo§ar merely (so Lachm.), while B®, and 17, 23, 39, Aeth. Vulg. Jer. 
Ambrosiast., read (jAotvofe. The latter is an ancient error in transcribing, which 
involved the suppression of the article. The correct form (yjAoicfa: was re- 
stored, but the article, which seemed superfluous, was not recovered. — Ver. 21. 
axovete] DEF G, 10, 31, 80, Vulg. It. Sahid. Arm., and Fathers, have ava- 
ywéoxete. Anancient interpretation. — Ver. 24. dvo] Elz, has ui dvo [according 
to®* and min. ], against decisive testimony [8*** A BC D E FG, etc.]. — Ver, 
25. “Ayap] is wantinginC FG X®&, 17, 115, Aeth. Arm. Vulg. Goth. Boern. Cyr. 
Epiph. Damase. Or. int. Ambrosiast. Jer. Aug. Pel. Sedul. Beda. Deleted by 
Lachm. [Bentley, Bengel] and Wieseler, condemned also by Hofmann, who refers 
[Fritzsche, Lightfoot and Tisch. 1872] “Ayap to the Syriac Church, although it 
is attested by AB DEK LP, and most min., Chrys., and others. But instead 
of yap, ABD E, 37, 738, 80, lect. 40, Copt. Cyr. (once), have dé. The juxtapo- 
sition of yap “Ayap led to the omission sometimes of the “Ayap and sometimes of 
the yap. After the latter was omitted, in a part of the witnesses the connection 
that was wanting was restored by dé ; just as in the case of several, mostly more 
recent authorities, instead of ydp after dovAeter, dé has crept in (so Elz.), be- 
cause the argument of the apostle was not understood. — ovoroyei dé] D* F G; 
Vulg. It. Goth., read 7 ovotro:yotca ; D*, however, not having the article. A 
gloss, in order to exhibit the reference to “Ayap in ver. 24. — Ver. 26. 7udv] Elz. 
reads mdvtwv jnuov; Lachm. has bracketed rdvtorv. But it is wanting in 
BC* DE FG 8, some min, most vss., and many Fathers. Deleted by Tisch.; 
defended by Reiche. Anamplifying addition [from Rom. iv. 16] involuntarily 
occasioned by the recollection of iii. 26, 28, and the thought of the multitude of 
the réxva (ver. 27). — Ver. 28. jueic . . . éouév) Lachm. and Schott, also Tisch., 
read wyeic éore, following B D* F G, some min., Sahid. Aeth. Ir. Victorin. Ambr. 
Tychon. Ambrosiast. Justly ; the first person was introduced on account of vv. 
26 and 31. — Ver. 30. «Anpovoujon] Lach. [Tisch. 1872] reads kAnpovounoe:, follow- 
ing BD E ®& and Theophylact ; from the LXX.— Ver. 31. dpa] A C, 23, 57, 
Copt. Cyr. Damasc. Jer. Aug., have 7ueic dé; B D* E 8, 67**, Cyr. Marcion, 
read 616. The latter is (with Lachm. and Tisch.) to be preferred ; for jeic dé 
adeAgot is evidently a mechanical repetition of ver. 28 (Rec.), and dpa is too 
feebly attested (F G, Theodoret, have apa ov). 


ContENTS.—Iurther discussion of the kAnpovduove elvar (iii. 29), as a priv- 
ilege which could not have been introduced before Christ, while the period 
of nonage lasted, but was jirst introduced by means of Christ and Christian- 
ity at the time appointed by God, when the earlier servile relation was 
changed into that of sonship (vv. 1-7). After Paul has expressed his sur- 
prise at the apostasy of his readers, and his anxiety lest he may have labored 
among them in vain (vv. 8-11), he entreats them to become like to him, and 
supports this entreaty by a sorrowful remembrance of the abounding love 
which they had manifested to him on his first visit, but which appeared to 


1 Beza himself allows that buds stands in Latin), but considers that the sense requires 
al the codd. (in the fifth edition he adds: neas. 
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have been converted into enmity (vv. 12-16). He warns them against the 
selfish zeal with which the pseudo-apostles courted them (ver. 17), while at 
the same time he reproves their fickleness (ver. 18), and expresses the wish 
that he were now present with them, in order to regain, by an altered mode 
of speaking to them, their lost confidence (vv. 18-20). Lastly, he refutes 
the tendency to legalism from the law itself, namely, by an allegorical inter- 
pretation of the account that Abraham had two sons, one’ by the bond- 
woman, and one by the free woman (vv. 21-80), and then lays down the 
proposition that Christians are children of the free woman, which forms the 
groundwork of the exhortations and warnings that follow in ch. v. (ver. 31). 

Ver. 1. Aéyw dé] Comp. iii. 17, v. 16; Rom. xv. 8; 1 Cor. i. 12: now I 
mean, in reference to this «Anpovouia brought in through Christ, the idea of 
which I have now more exactly to illustrate to you as for the first time real- 
ized in Christ. This illustration is derived by Paul from a comparison of 
the pre-Christian period to the period of the servile, slave-like child- 
hood of the heir-apparent. — é#’ dcov ypdvov] As in Rom. vii. 1; 1 Cor. 
vii. 39. — 6 kAnpovduoc] The article as in 6 weoiryc, iii. 20: the heir in any 
given case. KAnp. is, however, to be conceived here, as in Matt. xxi. 88, as 
the heir of the father’s goods, who is not yet in actual personal possession, 
but de jure—the heir apparent, whose father is still alive. So Cameron, 
Neubour (Bibl. Brem. v. p. 40), Wolf, Baumgarten, Semler, Michaelis, and 
many others, including Winer, Schott, Wieseler, Reithmayr. But Riickert, 
Studer (in Usteri), Olshausen (undecided), Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, following Chrysostom, Theodoret, and most of the 
older expositors, conceive the heir as one whose father is dead. Incorrectly, 
on account of ver. 2 ; for the duration of the guardianship (in which sense 
bind énitpérove, ver. 2, must then be understood) could not have been 
determined by the will of the father,’ but would have depended on the Jaw.’ 
Hofmann thinks, indeed, that the point whether the father was bound by a 
law of majority is not taken into account, but only the fact, that it is the 
Sather himself who has made arrangements respecting his heir. But in this 
view the zpofecpuia, as prescribed by the father, would be entirely illusory ; 
the notice would be absurd, because the rpofecuia would be not rov rarpédc, 
but tov véuov.—varwoc] still in boyhood.* ‘‘Imberbis juvenis tandem 
custode remoto gaudet equis,” ‘‘ the beardless youth, his guardian at length 
removed, delights in horses.” [Horace, Avs. Poetica, 161, 162], etc., Virg. 
Aen. ix. 649. [See Note LIII., p. 212.] Quite in opposition to the context, 
Chrysostom and Oecumenius refer it to mental immaturity.4 — ovdév diagéper 
dobaov] because he is not sui juris.°— xipioc ravtwov dv] although he is lord of 
all, namely, de jure, in eventum, ‘‘by right,” ‘‘eventually,” as the heir- 


1 Baumgarten-Crusius, indeed, appeals to the death of the father, dependent on the 


the proof adduced by Géttling (G@esch. d. 
Rom. Staatsverf. pp. 109, 517), that Gaius, I. 
55. 65, 189, comp. Caes. Bell. Gall. vi. 19, 
mentions the existence of a higher grade of 
the patria potestas among the Galatians. 
Bat in this way it is by no means shown 
tat the time of the majority was, after 


settlement which he had previously made. 

2 Hermann, Staatsallerth. § 121. 

3 Comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 11. 

4Rom. ii. 20; Hom. J. v. 406, xvi. 46, 
et al. 

5 Comp. Liban. in Chiis, p. 11 D, in Wet- 
stein. 
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apparent of all the father’s goods, Consequently neither this nor the pre- 
ceding point is inconsistent with the hypothesis that the father is still 
alive.’ Comp. Luke xvi. 31.— The KApovduoc viri¢ represents, not the 
people of Israel ; ? but, according to the connection with iii. 29 (comp. iv. 3), 
the Christians as a body, regarded in their earlier pre-Christian condition. 
In this condition, whether Jewish or Gentile, they were the heir-apparent, 
according to the idea of the divine predestination (Rom. viii. 28 ff.; Eph. 
i. 11; John xi. 52), in virtue of which they were ordained to be the Israel 
of God (vi. 16), the true orépya of Abraham. 

Ver. 2. ’Emiztporoc means here not guardian,* as it is explained by all who 
look upon the father as dead,* but overseer, governor, and that without any 
more special definition ;° it is neither therefore to be taken ° as synonymous 
with oixovduoc (which would give a double designation without ground for 
it), nor as equivalent to zaidaywyd¢ (which would be an arbitrary limitation). 
The term denotes any one, to whose governorship the boy is assigned by the 
father in the arrangement which has been made of the family affairs ; and 
from this category are then specially singled out the oixovduo., the superior 
slaves appointed as managers of the household and property (Luke xvi. 1), on 
whom the v4rio¢g was dependent in respect to money and other outward wants. 
— aype tio mpolecuiag Tov ratpdc] Until the appointed time of the father, until 
the term, which the father has fixed upon for releasing his son from this 
state of dependence. 7 rpofecuia, tempus praestitutum, does not occur else 
where in the N. T., but is frequent in classical authors.’ 

Ver. 3. ‘Hyeic] embraces Christians generally, the Jewish and Gentile 
Christians together. In favor of this view we may decisively urge, (1) the 
sense Of ororyeia tov Kécpov (see below) ; (2) ver. 5, where the first iva applies 
to the Jewish Christians, but the second, reverting to the first person, applies 
to Christians generally, because the address to the readers which follows in 
ver. 6 represents these as a whole, and not merely the Jewish Christians 
among them, as included in the preceding jva tiv viobeciav aroidBuper ; 
lastly, (8) that the ov«ére and rére, said of the Galatians in vv. 7 and 8, point 
back to the state of slavery of the jueic in ver. 3. Therefore jueic is not to 
be understood as referring either merely to the Jewish Christians ;* or—as Hof- 
mann in consistency with his erroneous reference of iii. 29 to the Gentile 
readers holds—to ‘‘the Old Testament church of God, which has now passed 
over into the New Testament church ;” or to the Jewish Christians pre-em- 
inently ;° or, lastly, even to the Gentile Christians alone.'° — dre quev vircoc] 
characterizes, in terms of the prevailing comparison, the pre-Christian con- 


1 As Hofmann and others have objected. 

2 Wieseler. 

3 oppavav énitporos, Plat. Legg. p. 766 C; 
Dem. 988. 2; Xen. Mem. i. 2. 40; 2 Mace. xi. 
1, xiii. 2, xiv. 2; comp. also the rabbinical 
DIDIIWIDN in Schoettgen, Hor. p. 748 f. 

4 See, however, on ver. 1. 

§ Herod. i. 108; Pind. Ol. i. 171; Dem. 
819.17; Xen. Oec. 21.9; and very frequent- 
ly in classical authors. 


6 As in Matt. xx. 8; Luke viii. 3. 

7See Wetstein; also Jacobs, Ach. Tat. 
p. 440. 

8 Chrysostom and most expositors, in- 
cluding Grotius, Estius, Morus, Flatt, 
Usteri, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette, Wieseler. 

® Koppe, Riickert, Matthies, Olshausen. 

10 Augustine. 
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dition, which, in relation to the Christian condition of the same persons, 
was their age of boyhood. Elsewhere Paul has represented the condition of 
the Christians before the Parousia, in comparison with their state after the 
Parousia, as a time of boyhood.'— id ra crovyeia tod Kéouov quer dedovi. | 
corresponds, as application, to the oidav duagéper dotAov . . . GAAG brd émitpd- 
The word orocyeiov—which denotes primarily a stake or 
peg standing in a row, then a letter of the alphabet,’ then, like apy, element® 
—means here at all events element,* which signification has developed itself 
from the idea of a etter, inasmuch as a word is a series of the letters which 
form it.° In itself, however, it might be used either in the physical sense of 
elementary substances, which Plato ® calls also yévy," as it frequently occurs in 
Greek authors applied to the so-called four elements,® or in the intellectual. 
sense of rudimenta, ‘‘ rudiments,” jirst principles.* In the latter sense the 
verb orovyevoov was used to signify the instruction given to catechumens.” In 
the physical sense—in which it is used by later Greek authors for designat- 
ing the stars '! —it was understood by most of the Fathers: either as by 
Augustine,’ who thought of the Gentile adoration of the heavenly bodies 
and of other nature-worship ; or as by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Ambrose, 
Pelagius, who referred it to the Jewish observance of new moons, feasts, 
and Sabbaths, which was regulated by the course of the moon and sun. 
So, combining the Gentile and Jewish cultus, Hilgenfeld, p. 66,'° who 
ascribes to the apostle the heterogeneous idea of ‘‘ sidereal powers of heaven,” 
that is, of the stars as powerful animated beings ; '* and Caspari,'® in whose 
view Paul is supposed to have placed Mosaism in the category of star and 
nature worship ; and likewise Reithmayr, although without such extrava- 


Touc éoTl Kal olKov. 


gances. 


1 See 1 Cor. xiii. 11; Eph. iv. 13. 

2 Plat. Theaet. p. 202 E; Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 
1; Arist. Poet. 20.2; Lucian, Jud. voc. 12. 

8 See Rudolph on Ocell. p. 402 ff. 

4 A point on which almost all expositors 
agree. Yet Luther, 1519, following the 
precedent of Tertull. c. Marc. v. 4, adopted 
the signification of Jedters ; ‘‘ pro ipsis literis 
legis, quibus lex constat. . . . Mundi autem 
vocat, quod sint de iis rebus, quae in mun- 
do sunt,’ “‘ for the very letters of the law, 
in which the law consists. . . Moreover, 
he says ‘of the world,’ because they are of 
the things which are in the world.” So also 
in 1524, and at least to a similar effect in 
1538. More recently Michaelis has also ex- 
plained it as /efters ; holding that the acts 
of the Levitical law were intended, be- 
cause, taken as a whole, they had preached 
the gospel by anticipation. Similarly Nos- 
selt, Opusc. II. p. 209, takes arotxera as 
signs (Arist. Hecl. 652, where it is used for 
the shadow of the plate on the sun-dial ; 
comp. Lucian, Gall. 9, Cronos. 17), holding 
that the Jewish ceremonies are thus named 
because they prefigured the future Chris- 


But because the expression is applicable neither merely to the cir- 


tian worship. These views are all errone- 
ous, because the expression orotxeta tr. 
koomov applies also to Gentile habits. 

5 Walz, Rhetor. VI. p. 110. 

6 Ruhnk. ad Tim p. 283. 

7 2 Pet..iii. 10, 12; Wisd. vii. 17, xix. 183 
4 Mace. xii. 13; Plat. Tim. p. 48 B, 56 B, Polit. 
p. 278 C; Philo, de Opif. m. p. 7, 11, Cherub. 
p. 162; Clem. Hom. x. 9. 

8 Comp. Suidas, s.v. 

° Heb. v. 12; Plut. de pueror. educ. 16; 
Isocr. p. 18 A; Nicol. ap. Stod. xiv. 7. 31; 
see Wetstein. 

10 Constitt. ap. vi. 18. 1, Vii. 25. 2. Comp. 
our expression the A, B, (@ of an art or 
science. Comp. generally, Schaubach, Com- 
mental. quid atorxeta tod Koomov in N. T. 
sibi velint, Meining. 1862. 

11 Diog. L. vi. 102; Man. iv. 624; Eustath. 
Od. p. 1671, 53. : 

12 De civ. D. iv. 11. 

13 Comp. in his Zettschr. 1858, p. 99 ; 1866, 
p. 314. 

14 Comp. Baur and Holsten. 

15 Tn the Strassb. Beitr, 1854, p. 206 ff. 


168 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 
cumstances of the heathen, nor merely to those of the Jewish, cultus (see, on 
the contrary, vv. 8-10),—to the latter of which it isin the physical sense not 
at all suitable, for the Jewish celebrations of days and the like were by no 
means a star-worship or other (possibly unconscious) worship of nature, 
under which man would have been in bondage, but were an imperfect 
worship of God—and because the context suggests nothing else than the 
contrast between the imperfect and the perfect religion, as well as also on 
account of the correlation to v#70., the physical sense of ororyeiov is altogether 
to be rejected. Besides, it would be difficult to perceive why Paul, if he 
had thought of the stars, should not have written rov otpavod instead of rai 
xéouov. Hence Jerome,’ Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, and most 
-of the later expositors, though with various modifications, have correctly 
adhered to the sense rudimenta disciplinae, ‘‘rudiments of discipline,” which 
alone corresponds to the notion of the vyridéry¢ (for the age of childhood does 
not get beyond jirst principles). The oroyeia tov xécpov are the elements of 
non-Christian humanity (xédcpoc ; see 1 Cor. vi. 2, xi. 32, et al.), that is, the 
elementary things, the immature beginnings of religion, which occupy the 
minds of those who are still without the pale of Christianity. Not having 
attained to the perfect religion, the xdécyoc has still to do with the religious 
elementary state, to which it is in bondage, as in the position of a servant. 
Rudiments: of this sort are expressly mentioned in ver. 10 ; hence we must 
understand the expression, not in a onesided fashion as the elementary 
knowledge, the beginnings of religious perception in the non-Christian world *@— 
with which neither the idea of the relation as slavery, nor the inclusion of 
the Jewish and Gentile worships under one category would harmonize—but 
as the rudimenta ritualia, the ceremonial character of Judaism and heathénism,* 


1 With strange arbitrariness Schulthess 
(Engelwelt, pp. 113, 129) has recently antici- 
pated Hilgenfeld in re asserting this sense ; 
holding that the séars are meant, but that 
Paulis glancing at the Jewish ministry of 
angels (Job xxxviii. 7 (!) ).. More thoroughly 
Schneckenburger (in the theol. Jahrb. 1848, 
p. 445 ff.) has again defended the physical 
reference (eements of the visible world). 
Comp. Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 323. 
In this interpretation the law must be ex- 
cepted (as is done by Holsten) from the 
orotxeca,—an exception which is forbidden 
by the whole connection with ch. iii., and 
is also inconsistent with the concrete in- 
stances in vy. 8and 10; see above. Nean- 
der also—who, however, introduces the 
idea of the sensuous forms of religion—would 
retain the physical reference, which is 
decidedly assumed by Lipsius (Rechtferti- 
gungsl. p. 83), who specially commends the 
interpretation of Hilgenfeld ; whilst Mess- 
ner (Lehre d. Ap. p. 226) agrees in substance 
with Neander, holding that SedovA. brd ra 
orotxeta Tov Kéopev is “the dependence of 
the religious consciousness on the earthly, 


sensuous, perishable things, of which this 
earthly xéonos, as to its fundamental ele- 
ments, consists. But why, then, the re- 
striction ‘‘as to its fundamental elements” ? 
And the idea of perishableness is im- 
ported. Ewald understands by it the 
elements of the world, into the whole of 
which life must be brought through the 
spirit, and unity and meaning through 
God; it comprehends the Jewish observ- 
ances as to meats and days, as well as the 
heathen star-worship. Yet how unsuited 
to popular apprehension (as pertaining to 
natural philosophy) would the whole ex- 
pression thus be ! an enigmatic designation 
for the heathen worship, and an unsuitable 
one for the Jewish cultus, which is based 
on divine precept. As to the way in which 
Hofmann understands the material ele- 
ments of the world, see the sequel. 

2 Also tuvés in Theophylact, and Genna- 
dius in Oecumenius, p. 747 D. 

3 Comp. Kienlen, in the Strassb. Beitr. I. 
p. 183 ff. 

4 Comp. Schaubach, /.c. p. 9 ff. 
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with which, however, is also combined the corresponding imperfection of 
religious knowledge.’ Againstthe explanation, ‘‘ religious elementary things 
of the world,” the objection has been made, that this idea is suitable neither 
to Judaism, in so far as the latter was a divine revelation, nor even to 
heathenism, which, according to Paul, is something foreign to religion ; see 
especially Neander. But the latter part of the objection is erroneous (Acts 
Xvli. 22, 23); and the former part is disposed of when—in the light of the 
pretensions put forth by the apostle’s opponents, which were chiefly based 
on the ceremonial side of the law—we take into account the relative charac- 
ter of the idea rudimenta, ‘‘rudiments,” according to which Judaism, when 
compared with Christianity as the absolute religion, may, although a 
divine institution, yet be included under the notion of crovyeia, because 
destined only for the vr and serving a transitory propaedeutic purpose.? 
Most of the older expositors, as also Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette (with many various and mistaken interpretations of xécuoc ; see Wolf 
and Riickert in loc.), have referred the expression merely to Judaism,’ whilst 
Koppe and Schott only allow the analogous nature of ethnicism to be included 
incidentally ; but, besides what has been above remarked on jueic, these views 
are at variance with the idea of tov xécuov. This idea is, at all everits, too 
wide to suit the law, which was given to the people of Israel only ; whether 
it be taken as applying to mankind generally (de Wette, Wieseler), or to 
the unbelieving portion of mankind, in contrast to the dy: in a Christian 
sense.* Certainly it might appear unwise (see especially Wieseler) that Paul 
should have placed Judaism and heathenism in one category. . But, in point 
of fact, he has to deal with Judaistic seductions occurring in churches chiefly 
Gentile-Christian : he might therefore, with the view of more effectually 
warning them and putting them to shame, so designate the condition of 
bondage to which by these seductions they were induced to revert, as to 
comprehend it in the same category with the heathen cultus, from the 
bondage of which they had been not long before liberated by Christianity. 
According to Hofmann, the orovyeia r. xéouov are contrasted with the promise 
given to Abraham of the «Aypovouia kécuov, Rom. iv. 18. He supposes that 
out of the destruction of the material elements of the present world (2 Pet. iii. 
10) the oixouuévy wéAAovoa (Heb. ii. 5) will arise, and that this will derive its 
nature and character from the Spirit, the communication of which is the 
beginning of the fulfilment of that promise. Israel, however, has been in 
bondage under the material elements of which the present world is composed, 
inasmuch as in what it did and what it left undone it was subject to stringent 


1 Comp. Col. ii. 8, 20. 


2Comp. Baur, Paulus, II. p. 222, ed. 2; 


Weiss, 0ib/. Theol. p. 289; also Ritschl, ait- 
kath. K. p. 73. 

3 The law ‘‘asa means of training calcu- 
lated only for the age of childhood,” de 
Wette, who is followed by Wieseler. 

4 Olshausen, feeling the difficulty which 
the idea of xéopnos puts in the way of the 
reference to Judaism, hits upon the arbi- 


trary expedient of taking the expression 
to apply to the merely external and literal 
way of apprehending the O. T., which con- 
fines itself merely to the actions, without 
considering the idea involved in them. 
‘This was the procedure of the Judaists, 
and in this shape the Old Test. appeared 
not merely as the beginning of divine life, 
but also as given over to the world,” ete. 
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laws, which had reference to the world in its existing materiality ; it had to 
conform itself to the things of this corporeal world, whilst the promise had 
been made to it that it should be lord of all things. Apart from the errone- 
ous application of 7jueic (see above), every essential point in this interpreta- 
tion is gratuitously introduced. In particular, the contrast on which it is 
based—namely, that of the new world of the aiév which is to come—is 
utterly foreign not only to the whole context, but even to the words them- 
selves ; for, if Paul had had this contrast in view, he must, in order not to 
leave his readers wholly without a hint of it, have at least added a robrov’ 
to rou kécuov. It is, moreover, incorrect to discover in the oruyeia the op- 
posite of the future world, so far as the latter has its nature from the Spirit. 
The world of the aidv uéAdwy, as the new heaven and the new earth (2 Pet. 
iii. 18), must likewise be corporeally material, and must have its orovyeia, 
although the oyqua of the old world will have passed away.* — jyev dedovaup. } 
may be taken either together, or separately ; the latter is to be preferred, 
because it corresponds more emphatically to the ovdév diagéper dobdov (ver. 1) 
and the iré éritpérove éore (in ver. 2) : we were enslaved ones. 

Ver. 4. "Ore dé GABE Td TAGpwua Tov ypdvov] corresponds to the aype tH 
mpobecu. Tov warp. (ver. 2). The time appointed by God, which was to 
elapse until the appearance of Christ (6 ypdévoc)—consequently the pre- 
Messianic period—is conceived as a measure which was not yet full, so long 
as this period had not wholly elapsed.* Hence 1d tAjpwua tov ypédvov is : 
that moment of time, through which the measure of time just mentioned became 
full. —On what historical conditions Paul conceived that counsel as to the 
fulness of time to depend ° cannot, after his view of the destination of the 
law which intervened between the promise and its fulfilment (iii. 19, 24 ; 
Rom. v. 20), remain doubtful. Theophylact takes in substance the right 
view. The need had reached its height. Comp. Chrysostom, ad Eph. i. 
10: bre pdduota Eueddoy ardAAvoba, téte diecHOyoav, ‘‘ when they were just 
about to be destroyed, they were saved.” Without due ground Baur per- 
ceives here’ the idea that Christianity proceeded from a principle inherent 
in humanity, namely, from the advance of the mind to the freedom of self- 
consciousness. — éfaréorecAev] He sent forth from Himself. Ver. 6 ; Acts vii. 
12, xi. 22, xvii. 14, e¢ al. ; Dem. 251. 5 ; Polyb. iii. 11. 1, iv. 26. 2, iv. 30. 
1, and frequently. The expression presupposes the idea of the personal 
pre-existence of Christ,* and therewith at the same time His personal divine 
nature (Rom. viii. 3, 32; Phil. ii. 6 ; 2 Cor. viii. 9) ; so that in reality the 
apostle’s idea coincides with the Johannean 6 Adyoc jv mpdc Tt. Gedy and Cd¢ 


11 Cor. vii. 31, i. 20, iii. 19; Eph. ii. 2. 


Oodca » dvats 7 avOpwrivy edeito Oepametas, 


2 He does not add rovtov in Col. ii. 8, 20, 
just because the contrast suggested by 
Hofmann was far from his thoughts. 

3 Comp. on 1 Cor. vii. 31. 

‘Comp. Gen. xxix. 21; Mark i. 15; Luke 
xxi. 24; John vii. 8; Joseph. Ante. vi. 4. 1, 
et al. 

5 Comp. on Eph. i. 10, and Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. Il. p. 473. 

*Theophylact : re mav eldos Kaxias dveted- 


“ when human nature, having experienced 


‘every form of evil, needed medical treat- 


ment.” Baur: ‘‘ when mankind was ripe 
for it; de Wette: ‘‘conditioned by the 
need of certain preparations, or by the ne- 
cessity of the religious development of man- 
kind which had reached a certain point.” 

7 See his newt. Theol. p. 173. 

8 See Riibiger, Christol. Paul. p. 16; Lechler, 
apost. Zeit. p. 50; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 316 ff. 


CHAP. IV., 4. V1 
qv 6 Adyoc, but is not to be reduced to the notion of ‘ the ideal first man,” ? 
whose human birth, on account of His pre-existence, is conceived by Paul 
as not without a certain Docetism.? This remark also applies against the 
view of Beyschlag referring it to the pre-existent prototype of man,? in con- 
nection with which the Messianic name of Son is supposed to be carried 
back from the historical to the pre-historical sphere. This is at variance 
with the express designation, as tpwrdrokog méone xricewe (Col. i. 15), 
which likewise forbids us to say, with Hofmann : “ By the very fact, that 
God has sent Him forth from Himself into the world, He is the Son of God.” 
According to Col. i. 15, He is, even before the creation, in the relation of 
Son to the Father, as begotten by Him,—a relation, therefore, which could 
not be dependent on the subsequent sending forth, or given for the first 
time along with the latter. —yevduevov ix yvvacde] so that He was born of a 
woman ; the relation of the aorist participle is the same as in Phil. ii. 7 f. 
The reading yevyouevov—attested only by min., and otherwise feebly, al- 
though recommended by Erasmus, adopted by Matthias, and defended by 
Rinck—is a correct interpretation,* which also occurs at Rom. i. 3, in Codd. 
mentioned by Augustine: Who this yvvf was, every reader knew ; we must 
not, however, say with Schott, following many of the older expositors, ‘‘ de 
virgine sponsa dicitur,” ‘‘ it is said ‘of the betrothed virgin ;’”° but comp. 
Job xiv. 1; Matt. xi. 11. Noris anything peculiar to be found in éx ;* on the 
contrary, éx is quite the usual preposition to express the being born.’ This 
very fact, that Christ, although the Son of God, whom God had sent forth 
from Himself, entered into this life as man (Rom. v. 15 ; 1 Cor. xv. 21; 
Acts xvii. 81) and—just as an ordinary man enters into temporal life—as 
one born of woman, Paul wishes to bring into prominence as the mode of 
carrying out the divine counsel.* The supernatural generation which pre- 
ceded the natural birth was not here in question ; its mention would even 
have been at variance with the connection which points to Christ’s humilia- 
tion : it is not, however, anywhere else expressly mentioned by the apostle, 
or certainly indicated as a consequence involved in his system (Weiss).° 
Nor is it to be inferred from éfaréorevAev, in connection with the designation 
of Him who was sent forth as the Son ;’° because, while it is assumed that as 
the Son of God He was already, before His incarnation, with God (6 Adyoc qv 
mpoc Tov Oedv), the mode of His incarnation—how He was born xara odpxa éx 
orépuatoc Aavid !!—is not defined — yevduevov td véduov] Luther : ‘‘made 


1 Hilgenfeld. 

2 See, on the contrary, Rom. i. 3; indeed, 
Paul throughout is the very opposite of 
Docetism. 

3 Christol. d. N. T. p. 220 ff. 

4 As to the meaning, but not as to the 
tense ; see Phot. Qu. Amphit. 90. 

5 Comp. Augustine, Serm.16 de temp. ; 
Jerome, and others. 

6 “en semine mairis ... non viri et mu- 
lieris coitu,”’ “ of the seed of the mother. . . not 
by the union of man and woman,” Calvin ; 
comp. Cornelius & Lapide, Estius, Calovius, 


and others; Theophylact, following Basil, 
Jerome, and others: &« ris ovcias aitns goua 
AaBorta, 

7 John iii. 6; Matt. i. 16; 1 Pet. i. 22, etal; 
8 Esr. iv. 16; 4 Mace. xiv. 14; frequently 
used also in classical authors with y¢y- 
veoOat, 

8 Comp. Rom. viii. 3; Phil. ii. 7. 

® Comp. on Rom. i. 3. 

10 Hofmann, comp. also his Schriftbew. 
II. 1, p. 84. 

11 Rom. i. 
Acts ii. 30. 


35 comp. ix. 5; 2 Tim. ii. 8; 
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under the law ;” and so most expositors : legi subjectum, ‘‘ subject to the 
law.” But it is arbitrary to take yevdu. here in another sense than before ;’ and 
the vivid emphasis of the twice-wsed yevou. is thus lost. Hence Michaelis, 
Koppe, Matthies, Schott, de Wette, Lechler, rightly understand yevdy. as na- 
tum. Thus also, in fact, ‘‘ the beginning of an eiva: bd véuov” (Hofmann) is 
expressed, and expressed indeed more definitely. Paul desires to represent the 
birth of the Son of God not merely as an ordinary hwman birth, but also as 
an ordinary Jewish birth ;? and he therefore says : ‘‘ born of w woman, born 
under the law,’ so that He was subjected to circumcision and to all other ordi- 
nances of the law, like any other Jewish child. But God caused His Son 
to be born as an ordinary man and as an ordinary Israelite, because other- 
wise He could not have undergone death—either at all, or as One cursed by 
the law (iii. 13), which did not apply to those who were not Jews (Rom. i. 
12)—and could not have rendered the curse of the law of none effect as 
regards those who were its subjects.? For this reason, and not merely on 
account of the contrast to rév vidy airov,4 Paul has added yevdu. éx yuv., yev. 
brd véu., as a characteristic description of the humiliation into which God 
allowed His Son to enter. See the sequel. — With respect, moreover, to 
the perfect obedience of Christ to the law, it was a preliminary condition 
necessary for the redeeming power of His death (because otherwise the 
curse of the law would have affected Him even on His own account) ; but it 
is not that which is ¢mputed for righteousness; on the contrary, this is purely 
faith in the irtacrapcov, ‘ propitiation,” of His death.’ The doctrine of 
the Formula Concordiae as to the tmputation of the obedientia Christi activa® 
is not borne out by the exegetical proof, of which our passage is alleged to 
form part ; but the atoning death of Christ is the culminating point of His 
obedience towards God (Rom. v. 19 ; Phil. ii. 8; 2 Cor. v. 21) [See Note 
LIV., p. 212 seq. ], without the perfection of which He could not have accom- 
plished the atonement ; and the form which this obedience assumed in 
Him, in so far as He was subject to the law, must have been that of legal 
obedience.’ 

Ver. 5. The object for which God sent forth His Son, and sent Him in- 
deed yevdu. éx yuvaik., yevou. brd vouov. — Tove ixd véuov] The Israelites are 
thus designated in systematic correspondence to the previous yevdu. ixd véuov.® 
— éayopdon|] Namely, as follows from rove bird véuov, from the dominion of 
the law, vv. 1-8 (in which its curse, iii. 11, is included), and that through 
His death, iii. 18. Erasmus well says: ‘‘dato pretio assereret in liberta- 
tem,” ‘‘ As the price had been given, he would claim for liberty.” — iva riv 
viotes. aroAdZ.] The aim of this redemption ; for of this negative benefit the 
viobecia was the immediate positive consequence, But Paul could not again 
express himself in the third person, because the viofecia had been imparted to 


1 Viewed by itself, yiver@ac imd with the 3 Comp. Rom. viii. 3 f. ; Heb. iii. 14 f. 
accusative, in the sense to be subject to, is, in a 4 Schott. 
linguistic point of view, quite as correct 5 See on iii. 13; Rom. iv. 5, 24, v. 6 ff., 
(1 Macc. x. 88; Thuc. i. 110.1; Lucian. Abdic. et al. 
23) as with the dative (Herod. vii. 11; Xen. ® p. 685. 
Anab. Vii. 2. 8, vii. 7. 82; Thuc. vii. 64. 2). 7 Comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 130. 


2 Comp. Heb. ii. 14-17. § Comp. ili. 25, iv. 21, v. 18; Rom. vi. 14. 
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the Gentiles also, whereas that redemption referred merely to the Jews ; but 
now both, Jews and Gentiles, after having attained the vio#eoia no longer ind 
Ta oTorxela Tov Kdopov joav dedovAwuévor (Ver. 3) : hence Paul, in the first person 
of the second sentence of purpose, speaks from the consciousness of the com- 
mon faith which embraced both the Jewish and the Gentile portions of the 
Christian body, not merely from the Jewish-Christian consciousness, as Hof- 
mann holds on account of éoré in ver. 6.'—The viofeoia is here, as it always is, 
adoption* — ameaning which is wrongly denied by Usteri, as the signification 
of the word allows no other interpretation, and the context requires no other. 
Previously not different from slaves (vv. 1-8), as they were in the state of vyr- 
cérnc, believers have now entered into the entirely different legal relation to- 
wards God of their being adopted by Him as children.* The divine begetting 
(to which Hofmann refers) is a Johannean view ; see on John i. 12. In the 
divine economy of salvation the gracious gift of the viofecia was needed in or- 
der to attain the kAypovouia ; while in the hwman economy, which serves as the 
figure, the heir-apparent becomes at length heir as a matter of course. 
Accordingly Paul has not given up (Wieseler) the figure on which ver. 1 ff. 
was based—a view at variance with the express application in ver. 3, and 
the uninterrupted continuation of the same in ver. 4; but he has merely 
had recourse to such a free modification in the application, as was suggested 
to him by the certainly partial difference between the real circumstances of 
the case and the figure set forth in vv. 1, 2.4—a7o24f.] not : that we might 
again receive, as is the meaning of amodau8. very often in Greek authors,° 
and in Luke xv. 27 ; for before Christ men never possessed the viobecta here 
referred to (although the old theocratic adoption of the Jews was never lost, 
Rom. ix. 4) : hence Augustine and others are in error when they look back 
to the sonship that was lost in Adam. Nor must we assume® that, because 
the viofecta is promised, it is denoted by aroAdB. as ddecAouévy,—a sense 
which is often conveyed by the context in Greek authors and also in the 
N.T.,7 but not here, because it is not the vioteoia expressly, but the kAypovoyia,® 
which is the object of the promise. As little can we say, with Riickert and 
Schott, that the sonship is designated as fruit (aro = inde) of the work of 
redemption, or, with Wieseler, as fruit of the death of Jesus apprehended 
by faith : for while it certainly zs so in point of fact, the verb could not 
lead to it without some more precise indication in the text than that given 
by the mere éfayop. On the contrary, aroAdZ. simply denotes : to take at 
the hands of any one, to receive, as Luke xvi. 25 ; Plat. Legg. xii. p. 956 D, 
and very frequently in Greek authors. 

Ver. 6. A confirmation of the reality of this reception of sonship from thu 
experience of the readers ; for the éoré, which, after the foregoing more gen- 
eral statement, now comes in with its individual application,’ does not refer 


1 Comp. the change of persons in iii. 14. and others, including Baumgarten-Crusius, 
2See on Eph. i.5; Rom. viii. 15; and Hofmann, and Reithmayr. 

Fritzsche, in loc. 7 Luke vi. 34, xxiii. 41; Rom. i. 27; Col. 
3 Comp. Weiss, Jidl. Theol. p. 338 f. iii. 24; 2John8. 
4 Comp. ver. 7. S iii. 29, iv. 7. 
5 See especially Dem. 78. 3; 162. 17. ® Comp. iii. 26. 


6 With Chrysostom, Theophylact, Bengel, 
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to the Galatians as Gentile Christians only,! any more than in ili. 26-29. — 
érc] is taken by most expositors, following the Vulgate, as guoniam.? And 
this interpretation® is the most simple, natural, and correct ; the emphasis 
is laid on vioi, which is therefore placed at the end : but because ye are sons, 
God has sent forth the Spirit of His Son, etc. He would not have done this, 
if ye had not (through the vioGecia) been vioi ; thus the reception of the Spir- 
it is the experimental and practical divine testimony to the sonship. Jf not 
sons of God, ye would not be the recipients of the Spirit of His Son. The 
Spirit is the seal of the sonship, into which they had entered through faith— 
the divine onyeiov attesting and confirming it ; comp. Rom. viii. 16.4 Others*® 
take érc as that, and treat it as an abbreviated mode of saying : ‘‘ But that 
ye are sons, zs certain by this, that God has sent forth,” etc.° This is unneces- 
sarily harsh, and without any similar instance in the N. T.; modes of 
expression like those in Winer, p. 575 f. and Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. 
p. 205, are different. Wieseler takes it as equivalent to eic¢ éxeivo, br: " 
“as concerns the reality (éoré is to have the emphasis) of your state as sons.” 
But this would unnecessarily introduce into the vivid and direct character 
of these short sentences an element of dialectic reflection, which also appears 
in Matthias’ view. Hofmann handles this passage with extreme violence, 
asserting that 7: dé is an elliptical protasis,—the completion of which is to 
be derived from the apodosis of the preceding period, from éfaréor. in ver. 
4 onward,—that éoré vioi is apodosis, and that the following é&aréor. k.7.7. 
is the further result connected with it. In Hofmann’s view, Paul reminds 
his (Gentile) readers that they are for this reason sons, because God has done 
that act éaréorevdev x.7.A. (ver. 4), and because He has done it in the way 
and with the design stated in ver. 4 f. This interpretation is at variance 
with linguistic usage, because the supposed elliptical use of 67 dé does not 
anywhere occur, and the analogies in the use of ¢ dé, etc., which Hofmann 
adduces—some of them, however, only self-invented (as those from the epis- 
tles of the apostle, 2 Cor. ii. 2, vil. 12)—are heterogeneous. And how 
abruptly éaréor. 6 Osd¢ x.7.A. Would stand! But, as regards the thought also, 
the interpretation is unsuitable ; for they are sons, etc., not because God 
has sent Christ, but because they have become believers in Him that was sent 
(ii. 26 ; John i. 12); it is not that fact itself, but their faith in it, which is 
the cause of their sonship and of their reception of the Spirit ; comp. iii. 14. 
To refer the sending of the Spirit to the event of Pentecost (as Hofmann does), 
by which God caused His Spirit to initiate ‘‘a@ presence of a new kind” in the 
world, is entirely foreign to the connection.*— éfaréoreutev 6 Oed¢ x.7.A.] for 
it is rd rvevua 7d éx Oeod, 1 Cor. ii. 12. Observe the symmetry with éfaréor. 


1 Hofmann. 

2Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Gro- 
tius, Bengel, Semler, Morus, Rosenmiiller, 
Paulus, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 


de Wette, Baur, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, and 
others. 

5 On or, because, at the beginning of the 
sentence, comp. 1 Cor. xii. 15; John xx. 29, 
xv. 19. 


4 See also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 340. 

5 Theophylact, Ambrose, Pelagius, Koppe, 
Flatt, Riickert, Schott. 

6 Comp. iii. 11. 

7 See on Mark xvi. 14; John ii. 18, ix. 17, 
XiblXvinlOls Corsi 26 Coral Guxt: 
10. 

®§Comp., on the contrary, iii. 2, v. 14. 
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k.7.4. In ver. 4. The phrase conveys, in point of form, the solemn expres- 
sion of the objective (ver. 4) and subjective (ver. 5) certainty of salvation, but, 
in a dogmatic point of view, the like personal relation of the Spirit, whom 
God has sent forth from Himself as He sent forth Christ. — rd rvetpua tov 
viov avtov] So Paul designates the Holy Spirit, because he represents the re- 
ception of the Spirit as the proof of sonship ; for the Spirit of the Son can- 
not be given toany, who are of a different nature and are not also viol Qsoi.! 
But the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of Christ, inasmuch as He is the divine 
principle of Christ’s self-communication, by whose dwelling and ruling in 
the heart Christ Himself? dwells and rules livingly, really, and efficaciously 
(ii. 20) in the children of God.* Comp. the Johannean discourses as to the 
self-revelation and the coming of Christ in the Paraclete. [See Note LV., 
p- 213. ]— 7juov] The change of persons arose involuntarily from the apostle’s 
own lively, experimental consciousness of this blessedness.*!— xpd¢ov] The 
strong word expresses the matter as it was : with crying the deep fervor ex- 
cited by the Spirit broke forth into appeal to the Father.° The Spirit 
Himself is here represented as crying (it is different in Rom. /.¢.), because 
the Spirit is so completely the active author of the Abba-invocation, that 
the man who invokes appears only as the organ of the Spirit. Comp. the 
analogy of the opposite case—the crying of the unclean spirits (Mark i. 26, 
ix. 26). —’ABBa 6 rar#p] The usual view taken by modern expositors,° fol- 
lowing Erasmus and Beza, in this passage, as in Rom. viii. 15 and in Mark 
xiv. 36, is, that 6 rat#p is appended as an explanation of the Aramaic Abba 
for Greek readers ;7 along with which stress is laid on the ‘‘ childlike sound” 
of the expression, so foreign to the Greek readers.* But see, against this 
view, on Rom. viii. 15. No; ’A@$a, the address of Christ the Son of God 
to His Father, which had been heard times without number by the apostles 
and the first believers, had become so established and sacred in Christian pray- 
er that it had assumed the nature of a proper name, so that the deep and lively 
emotion of the consciousness of sonship could now superadd the appella- 
tive 6 rarfp ; and the use of the two in conjunction had gradually become so 
habitual,® that in Mark xiv. 36, by an hysteron proteron, they are placed even 
in the mouth of Christ. In opposition to this view, which is adopted by 
Hilgenfeld and Matthias, it has been objected by Fritzsche,” that 6 xarjp 
expresses exactly the same as the Aramaic 838, and that, if 828 had assumed 


igh ep) 


the nature of a proper name, this name would very often have occurred 


1 Comp. Rom. viii. 9. 

2 Comp. on 2 Cor. iii. 17. 

3 See on Rom. viii. 9, 14. 

4 Comp. Rom. vii. 4. 

5 Comp. Rom. viii. 15; also Ps. xxii. 3, 
Xxviii. 1, xxx.8 ; Baruch iii. 1, iv. 20. 

6 See the usual view of the ancient ex- 
positors, following Augustine, in Luther: 
“ Abba pater cur geminarit, cam grammat- 
ica ratio non appareat, placet vulgata ra- 
tio mysterii, quod idem Spiritus fidei sit Ju- 
daeorum et gentium, duorum populorum 
unius Dei,” ‘‘ As to why he cries ‘ Abba, 


Father,’ since a grammatical reason is 
not apparent, the ordinarily received ex- 
planation of the mystery is satisfactory, 
viz., that the spirit of faith of Jews and 
Gentiles is of the one God of two peoples, is 
the same.’’ Comp. Calvin and Bengel. 

7So Koppe, Flatt, Winer, Rickert, Us- 
teri, Schott. 

8 Hofmann. 

® Bengel appropriately remarks, ‘‘haec 
tessera filiorum in Novo Testamento,”’ “‘ this 
pledge of sons in the New Testament.” 

10 ad Rom. Il. p. 140. 
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in the N. T. and afterwards instead of Oeé¢ ; and people would not have 
said constantly "AGGa 6 rargp, but also ’ABBa 6 Oedc. But these objections 
would only avail to confute our view, if it were maintained that ’A@Ga had 
become in general a proper name of God (as was 7 in the O. T. and the 
other names of God), so that it would have been used at every kind of men- 
tion of God. The word is, however, to be regarded merely as a name used 
in prayer: only he who prayed addressed God by this name ; and just be- 
cause he was aware that this name was an original appellative and expressed 
the paternal character of God, he added the purely appellative correspond- 
ing term 6 rargp, and in doing so satisfied the fervor of his feeling of sonship. 
This remark applies also to Wieseler’s objection, that ’AGPa could only have 
continued to be used asanappellative. It might become a name just as well 
as, for instance, Adonai, but with the consciousness still remaining of its 
appellative origin and import. Moreover, that the address in prayer ’ABBa 
6 wathp took its rise among the Greek Jewish- Christians, and first became 
habitual among them, is clear of itself on account of the Hebrew Adda. It 
is to be remarked also, that, according to the Rabbins, analogous emotional 
combinations of a Hebrew and a Greek address, which mean quite the same 
thing, were in use.’ Fritzsche’s view is, that the "ABBa of prayer, which 
had through Christ’s use of it become sacred and habitual, was so frequent- 
ly explained on the part of the teachers of the Gentile Christians, as of Paul, 
by the addition of 6 rarfp, that it had become a habit with these teachers to 
say, ’ABBa 6 ratgp. But this would be a mechanical explanation which, at 
least in the case of Paul, is d priori not probable, and can least of all be as- 
sumed in a case where the fervid emotion of prayer? is exhibited. Paul 
would have very improperly allowed himself to be ruled by the custom. 
Wieseler contents himself with the strengthening of the idea by two synony- 
mous expressions, but this still fails to explain why rdrep, rartep,* or rarep 
6 ratnp yor,’ is not said, just as cipve, xbpve, and the like. — On the nomina- 
tive with the article, as in apposition to the vocative, see Kriiger, § 45. 2. 7. 
Ver. 7. “Qore] Inference from vv. 5 and 6.—ovxéri] no longer as in the 
pre-Christian condition, when thou wast in bondage to the oroyeia row 
xéouov. — ei] The language, addressing every reader, not merely the Gentile 
readers (Hofmann), advances in its individualizing application.*— «i dé 
vid¢, Kai KAnpovéuoc] But if thou art ason (and not a slave, who does not in- 
herit from his master), thow art also an heir, as future possessor of the Mes- 
sianic salvation, and art so (not in any way through the law, but) through | 
God (dia Geov ; see the critical notes), who, as a consequence of His adoption 
of thee as a son, has made thee also His heir. To Him thou art indebted 
for this ultimate blessing, to be attained by means of sonship. This dvd 
cov cannot also apply to vide (Hofmann), so that 447’ should include all the 


1 See Hrud. f. 58.2: VD WD (ni domine, 
mi xvpre, ““my Lord’). Comp. Schemoth 
abd. {.140; 2: °S8 "VD “YP: See Schoett- 
gen, Hor. p. 252. 

2 And let it be noticed, that in all the 
three passages where 'Affa 6 warp occurs 


(Rom. viii. 15; Gal. iv.6; Mark xiv. 86), the 
most fervid tone of prayer prevails, 

3 Comp. Soph. O. @. 1101. 

4 Comp. kvpre 6 K¥ptos Huov, Ps. viii. 2. 

5 Ver. 5, amoAdBwpmev ; Ver. 6, €ore; Ver. 7, 
et. Comp. v. 26, vi. 1. 
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rest of the verse in one sentence. With ei dé a new sentence begins. Other- 
wise Paul must have written : G41’ vide, vide dd dv Kal KAnpovéuoc. Riickert 


unjustly blames the apostle for having, in ¢i d2 vide, kai kanp., departed from 
the right track of his thoughts, because in ver. 1 he had started at once 
from the idea of «Anpovduoc. But in ver. 1 the apostle, in fact, has not 
started from the Messianic idea of kAnpovduoc, but from its lower analogue in 
civil life. With respect to the legal aspect of the conclusion itself, ¢ dé vide, 
kat kAnp.'—in which, by the way, the father is conceived as dividing the in- 
heritance during his lifetime,—the idea is not based on the Jewish law of 
inheritance,’ according to which the (legitimately born) sons alone,* if there 
were such,—the first-born among these taking, according to Deut. xxi. 17, 
a double portion,—were, asa rule, intestate heirs.‘ The apostle’s idea is 
founded on the intestate succession of the Roman law, with which Paul as 
a Roman citizen was acquainted, as in fact it was well known in the prov- 
inces and applied there as regarded Roman citizens.’ According to the 
Roman law sons and daughters, whether born in marriage or adopted chil- 
dren (and Paul conceives Christians as belonging to the latter class), were 
intestate heirs. It is evident in itself, and from iii. 28, that vidc, which 
Paul used here on account of its correlation with dovioc, does not, in ‘the 
popular mode of expression, exclude the female sex.° To assume a mere 
allusion to general human laws of succession (Wieseler) is not sufficient ; for 
Paul has very distinctly and clearly conceived and designated the vidrye of 
the Christian as a relation of adoption, which presupposes for his conclusion 
as to the heirship a special legal reference, and not merely the general and 
vague correlation of the ideas of childship and heirship. The clear precision 
of his thought vouches for this, and it ought not to be evaded by declaring 
such a legal question even joolish (Hofmann),—a dogmatical judgment 
which is all the more precipitate, as the specific Johannean idea of the di- 
vine begetting of the children of God’ can by no means be found in the 
Pauline rveiya viobeciac.® Besides, viofecia is, and after all remains, nothing 
else than the quite definite legal idea of adoption, which separates the vioi 
elorointot or Geroi ® from those begotten or yryouoi. 


1 Comp. Rom. viii. 17. 

2 So Grotius, who says: ‘‘Jure Hebr. filii 
tantum haeredes, sed sub illo nomine indi- 
cantur omnes fideles cujusque sint sexus,”’ 
“By the Hebrew law only the sons are 
heirs ; but under this name all believers, 
whatever be their sex, are indicated.” The 
fact that Christians are the adopted children 
of God, is decidedly opposed to this. 

3JIn Proy. xvii. 2 nothing is said of 
adoption. 

4See Keil, Archdol. II. § 142; Ewald, A/- 
terth. p. 288 f. ; Saalschiitz, MZ. &. p. 820 f. 

5 Comp. also Fritzsche, Tholuck, and van 
Hengel, on Rom. viii. 17. 

6 On the whole of this subject, see C. F. A. 
Fritzsche, utrum Pauli argumentatio Rom. 
viii. 17 e¢ Gal. iv. 7, Hebraco an Romano 
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jure aestimanda sit, in Friteschior. Opusc. 
p. 148 ff. 

7 Comp. Weiss, dtbl. Theol. p. 717 ff. 

§ The adoption into the state of children 
takes place on God’s part along with justi- 
fication, and is on man’s part certain to the 
believing self-consciousness, to which the 
mvevpa viobecias also attests it. Beyschlag 
(Christol. p. 222) wrongly holds that the 
communication of the Spirit is itself the 
viobecia, No, those who receive the Spirit 
are already believing, justified, and thereby 
vidberor, and obtain through the Spirit the 
testimony that they are vioi,—a testimony 
which agrees with that of their own con- 
sciousness, cvpzmaprupec, Rom. viii. 16. See 
on Rom. viii. 15. 

» Pollux, ili. 21. 
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Ver. 8. ’AA44] Nevertheless, how fearfully at variance is your present ret- 
rograde attitude with the fact of this divine deliverance from your previous 
lost condition ! This topic is dealt with down to ver. 11. Observe that 
4aaé introduces the two corresponding relations rére wév and viv dé in con- 
junction.’ — rére] then ; reminds the reader of the past time, in which they 
were still dovAo: (ver. 7). —ovx eiddrec Oedv] Cause of the édovAeboare which 
follows. In the non-knowledge of God (for ovx eidér. forms one idea) lies the 
fundamental essence of the heathenism, to which the apostle’s readers had 
mostly belonged.? As to the relation of the thought to Rom. i. 20 f., 
on that passage. — édovAeboare] The aorist simply designates the state a 
bondage then existing as now at an end, without looking at its duration or de- 
velopment.* — roic pboee ui oor Oeoic] to the gods, who by nature, however, are not 
so! For, in the apostle’s view, the realities which were worshipped by the 
heathen as gods, were not gods, but demons.‘ In his view, therefore, their 
nature was not divine, but at the same time not of mere mundane matter ;° it 
was demoniac,—a point which must have been well known to the Galatians 
from his oral instruction. — The negation denies subjectively, from the apos- 
tle’s view.® [See Note LVI., p. 213.] 

Ver. 9. Tvdvrec Ody] After ye have known God through the preaching of 
the gospel. Olshausen’s opinion, that eidérec denotes more the merely 
external knowledge that God is, while yvévrec signifies the inward essential 
cognition, is shown to be an arbitrary fancy by passages such as John vii. 
87, vill. 55 ; 2 Cor. v. 16. [See Note LVIL., p. 213.] — uad2ov dé] imo vero, a 
corrective climax,” in order to give more startling prominence to the following 
mac émlotpégete K.T.A., AS indicating not a mere falling away from the knowl- 
edge of God, but rather a guilty opposition to Him. — yrwofévtec ixd Ccoi' 
after ye have ee known by God. This is the saving knowledge, of which on 
God’s part men become the objects, when He interests Fimaacig on their be- 
half to deliver them. Into the experience of having been thus graciously 
known by God the Galatians were brought by means of the divine work 
which had taken place in them, anticipating their own volition and endea- 
vor—the work of their calling, enlightenment, and conversion® [see Note 
LVIIL., p. 214] ; so that they therefore, when they knew God, became in that 
very knowledge aware of their being known by God,—the one being implied in 
the other—through their divinely bestowed admission into the fellowship of 
Christ.° Hofmann desires the condition of the acceptance of grace to be men- 

1 But so, that the thought introduced by (following Chrysostom) rightly explains: 
‘dé (ver. 9) is the main thought. Comp. mpoadnpbévtes Vd @eod, “taken hold of by 


Baeumlein, Partikell. p. 168. God.” Because of God’s knowing them 
2Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 5; Acts xvii. 23, 30, they have known God; consequently not, 


et al. “proprio Marte vel acumine sui ingenii 
3 See Kiihner, IT. p. 73 f. vel industria, sed guia Deus misericordia 
4 See on 1 Cor. x. 20. sua eos praevenerit, quum nihil minus quam 
5 Ewald, comp. Wisd. xiii. 1 ff. de ipso cogitarent,”’ ‘‘ by their own effort or 


° Comp. 2 Chron. xiii. 9: éyéveto eis iepéa the acuteness of their genius or by their 
TO MH OVTL Oce. industry, but because God by His mercy has 
"Rom. viii. 34; Eph. y. 11; Jacobs, ad anticipated them, while they were thinking 
Ach, Tat. Il. p. 955 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. less of nothing than of Him,” Calvin. 
iii. 18.6; Grimm, on Wisd. viii. 19. ® Comp. Ignat. ad Magnes. interpol. 1: 8° 
*Hence in point of fact Theophylact od (through Christ) éyvwre @cdv, waddAov dé br" 
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tally supplied ; but this is arbitrary in itself, and is also incorrect, because those, 
who are the objects of God’s gracious knowledge, are already known to Him 
by means of His zpdyvwore as the credituri, ‘‘ those who are to believe,” and are 
ordained by Him to salvation (see on Rom. viii. 29f.). But the literal sense 
cognoscere is not to be altered either into approbare, amare,’ or into agnoscere 
suos ;* nor isit to be understood in the sense of Hophal : brought to the know!l- 
edge ; * nor can we, with Olshausen, turn it into the being penetrated with 
the love wrought by God, which only follows upon the being known by 
God, 1 Cor. viii. 3. Lastly, there has been introduced, in a way entirely 
un-Pauline, the idea of the self-recognition of the Divine Spirit in us,‘ 
or of the consciousness of the identity of the human and the divine 
knowing (Hilgenfeld). On the deliberate change from the active to the 
passive, yvdvtec, yrwobévrec, comp. Phil. ili. 12. Luther, moreover, appropri- 
ately remarks, ‘‘non zdeo cognoscuntur guia cognoscunt, sed contra quia 
cogniti sunt, ideo cognoscunt,” ‘It is not because they know that they are 
known ; but, on the contrary, they know because they have been known.” 
—réc] ‘‘interrogatio admirabunda,” ‘‘ wonderful question” (Bengel), as in 
li. 12.— daw] does not mean backwards,’ as in Homer,’ —a rendering 
opposed to the usage of the N. T. generally, and here in particular to the 
maddy avobev which follows ; it means iterwm, and refers to the fact that the 
readers had previously been already in bondage to the crovyeia, namely, 
most of them as heathen. Now they turn indeed (émiorpédere, present tense, 
as in i. 6) to the Jewish ordinances ; but the heathen and Jewish elements’ 
are both included in the category of the crovyeia toi Kdopuov,® so that Paul is 
logically correct in using the ra2vv ; and the hypothesis of Nésselt,° that the 
greater part of the readers had been previously proselytes of the gate, is 
entirely superfluous, and indeed at variance with the description of the pre- 
Christian condition of the Galatians given in ver. 8; for according to ver. 
8, the great mass of them must have been purely heathen before their con- 
version, because there is no mention of any intermediate condition between 
rére and viv. According to Wieseler, ” ré/v is intended to point back to their 
conversion to Christ, so that the turning to the crovyeia is designated as 
a second renewed conversion (ériotpégere), namely, in pejus. This would 
yield an ironical contrast, but is rendered impossible by the words oi¢ mdAcv 
dvobev dova. béAete. Wieseler is driven to adopt so artificial an explanation, 
because he understands the orovyeia as referring to the Jaw only ; and this 
compels him afterwards to give an incorrect explanation of cic. — aobev7 k. 


avrod éyveabyte, “through whom we knew Wolf, Noésselt, Koppe, Flatt, and others. 


God, or rather were known of Him.”’ Simi- 
larly, in an opposite sense, ad Smyrn. 5: ov 
tives ayvoouvtes apvovvTar (abnegant), waddov 
58 npvidncav (abnegati sunt) vn’ avtod (by 
Christ), ‘‘whom some ignorantly deny, or 
rather were denied of Him.” See on 1 Cor. 
viii. 3, xiii. 12; also Matt. vii. 23. 

1 Grotius and others. 

2 Wetstein, Vater, Winer, Riickert, Usteri, 
Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others. 

3 Beza, Er. Schmidt, Cornelius & Lapide, 


4 Matthies. 

5 Flatt, Hofmann. 

® See Duncan, Lex. ed. Rost, p. 886; Na- 
gelsbach z. Zlias, p. 34, ed. 3. 

7 On the latter, see Heb. vii. 18 f. 

8 See on ver. 3. 

® Opuse. I. p. 298 ff.; comp. Mynster in his 
kl. theol. Schr. p. %76; Credner, Fini., and 
Olshausen. 

10 Comp. also Reithmayr. 
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rrwya] because they cannot effect and bestow, what God by the sending of 
His Son has effected and bestowed (ver. 5).'— radw dvoler] for those revert- 
ing to Judaism desired to begin again from the commencement the slave-service 
of the crovyeia, which they had abandoned.* Not a pleonasm, as raaw éx 
devtépov (Matt. xxvi. 42), radu abric (Hom. Ll. 1. 59), or dettepov aibic (Hom. 
Il. i. 518) ; but the repetition is represented as a new commencement of the 
matter, as éx véac aifuc apyic, ‘‘ again from a new beginning,’? and mddw é 
apyye, ‘‘again from the beginning.” * It is just the same in the instances in 
Wetstein. The cic is, however, the simple dative as in ver. 8 and usually with 
dovrebeww ; it is not equivalent to év oi¢ (Wieseler), with dovA. used absolutely. 
— éiere] ye desire, ye have the wish and the longing for, this servitude! ° 
Ver. 10. Facts which vouch for the ériorpégere wdduv x.t.2. just expressed. 
— The interrogative view, which Griesbach, Koppe, Lachmann, Tischendorf, 
Hilgenfeld, following Battier,* take, has been again abandoned by Usteri, 
Schott, and Wieseler ; and Hofmann prefers the sense of sorrowful ezcla- 
mation. But the continuance of the reproachful interrogative form (ver. 9) 
corresponds better to the increasing pitch of surprise and amazement, and 
makes ver. 11 come in with greater weight. — raparnpeicfe] Do ye already 
so far realize your OéAere 2? Ye take care, sedulo vobis observatis, ‘‘ solicitously 
observe,” namely, to neglect nothing which is prescribed in the law for 
certain days and seasons.” The idea superstitiose, ‘‘ of superstitiously,” * is not 
implied in rapa, nor the praeter fidem, ‘‘ beside faith,” which Bengel finds in 
it. -— juépac| Sabbaths, fast and feast days. Comp. Rom. xiv. 5, 6 [Col. ii. 
16]. — 7vac] is usually referred to the néw moons. But these, the feast-days 
at the beginning of each month, come under the previous category of jujpac. 
In keeping with the other points, rapatypeioba: pjvac must be the observance 
of certain months as pre-eminently sacred months. Thus the seventh month 
(Tisri), as the proper sabbatical month, was specially sacred ;° and the fourth, 
fifth, seventh, and tenth months were distinguished by special fasts. — 
cacpovc] DI, Lev. xxiii. 4. The holy festal seasons, such as those of the 
Passover, Pentecost, and the Feast of Tabernacles, are meant ; ‘‘ quibus hoc 
aut illud fas erat aut nefas,” ‘‘ whereon this or that was lawful or unlawful,” 
Erasmus.—évavrob¢| applies to the sabbatical years,” which occurred every 
seventh year, but not to the jubilee years, which had, at least after the time 
of Solomon, fallen into abeyance.’ But that the Galatians were at that 
time in some way actually celebrating a sabbatical year (Wieseler), cannot 
be certainly inferred from évavt., which has in reality its due warrant a3 
belonging to the consistency and completeness of the theory. On the whole 


1 Comp. Rom. viii. 3, x. 12; Heb. vii. 18. seventh days ;”’ also Dio Cass. liii. 10 (of the 


2 apxats mporépars éexduevor, ‘ proceeding 
upon their former beginnings.”’ Pind. Ol. 
x. 94. Comp. Wisd. xix. 6. 

3 Pint. solert. anim. p. 959. 

4 Barnab. Hp. 16. 

5 Comp. ver. 21. 

8 Bibl. Brem. VI. p. 104. 

™Comp. Joseph. Antt. iii. 5. 5: maparnpety 
Tas €BSoudsas, “to carefully observe the 


observance of a law). 

8 Winer, Bretschneider, Olshausen, and 
others. 

®See Ewald, Alterth. p. 469 f.; 
Archdol. I. p. 368 ff. 

10 See, as to these, Ewald, p. 488 ff. ; Keil, 
p. 371 ff. 

11 Ewald, p. 501. 


Keil, 
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passage, comp. Col. ii. 16, and Philo, de septenar. p. 286.—From our 
passage, moreover, we see how far, and within what limits, the Galatians 
had already been led astray.‘ They had not yet adopted circumcision, but 
were only in danger of being brought to it (v. 2, 3, 12, vi. 12, 13). Nothing 
at all is said in the epistle as to any distinction of meats (comp. Col. 1.c.), 
except so far as it was implied in the observance of days, ete. Usteri 
(comp. Riickert) is of opinion that Paul did not mention circumcision and 
the distinction of meats, because he desired to represent the present religious 
attitude of his readers as analogous to their heathen condition. But, accord- 
ing to the comprehensive idea of the croyeia tov xéouov, even the mention 
of circumcision and the distinctions of meats would have been in no way in- 
appropriate to the rai dvofev. Olshausen quite arbitrarily asserts that the 
usages mentioned stand hy synecdoche for all. 

Ver. 11. 0Boipuar buac, upto «.7.A.] not attraction,? because, if this had 
been the case, iueic must have been the subject of wArwe «.7.2.2 On the con- 
trary, goBovuar bude is to be taken by itself, and pArwc¢ x.7.A. as a more pre- 
cise definition of it : ‘‘ Zam afraid about you, lest perhaps I,” etc. It is not 
without cause that Paul has added tyac, but in the consciousness that his 
apprehension had reference not to his own interests (his possibly fruitless la- 
bor, taken by itself), but to his readers ; they themselves were the object of 
his anxiety, thei deliverance, their salvation.* — eix7| without saving result 
(iv. 11 ; 1 Cor. xv. 2), because ye are in the course of falling away from the 
life of Christian faith, which through my labors was instituted among you. 
—kexortaxa] Perfect indicative ; for the thought was before the apostle’s 
mind, that this case had actually occurred.® —ei¢ bude] for you ; ei¢ denotes 
the reference of the toilsome labor which he had undergone ¢o the Galatians. 
Comp. Rom. xvi. 6. — Luther (1524), moreover, aptly remarks on ver. 11 : 
“¢ Lacrymas Pauli haec verba spirant,” ‘‘these words of Paul breathe tears.” 

Ver. 12.7 After this expression of anxiety, now follows the exhortation 
to return, and with what cordiality of affection ! ‘‘Subito. . 
argumenta conciliantia et moventia admovet,” ‘‘ He suddenly employs ap- 


. WON Kai ran, 


goipa ot didor... hoBovvTa, “such a body 
that the present tense denotes, not the the friends fear’’ (are apprehensive about 
reality then present, but only the necessary it). Soph. O. RB. 767: dédoun’ ewavrov . . . 
consequence of the émozp. and Sovd, OédeTe, iy TOAA’ yay eipynuev’ y wor, “I was alarmed 


1De Wette very arbitrarily considers 


conceived as being already present. 

2 Winer, Usteri, Olshausen, Hilgenfeld, 
Wieseler, Buttmann. 

3 Plat. Legg. x. p. 886 A: foBodmat ye Tovs 
oxOnpovs . . . MH TwS VaY KaTappovycwarr, 
“T fear the knaves, that perchance they 
may despise you.’”? Phaedr. p. 282 C, do- 
Bovmevor tos mév ovoliay KeKTHMEVvOUS, LN 
xXPimacw avTovs wUmepBddrdwvra, “* Fearing 
those having acquired property, that they 
might exceed them in wealth.”’ Diod. Sic. 
iv. 40; Thue. iv. 1.1; Xen. Anab. iii. 5. 18, 
vii. 1.2; Soph. Trach. 547. See the passages 
in Winer, p. 581 ff. ; Kriiger, gramm. Unters. 
III. p. 162 ff.; Kiihner, IT. p. 611. 

4Comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 239 D: rovodrov 


about myself that too many things had been 
spoken by me.”’ 

5 The mode of expression is analogous 
also in a hostile sense, e.g. Xen. Heil. ii. 3. 18: 
époBovvto Tov Onpayevyny, wy TUpPpvElnaay mpos 
avtov ot moAita, ‘‘ They feared Theramenes, 
lest the citizens might pass over to him.” 
Thue. iy. 8.5: tiv dé vacov Tavtyv hoBovmevor, 
wn e& avtins Tov moAcKov odiar ToLmyTaL, ‘“hay- 
ing feared this island, lest from it they 
might make war on them.” 

6 Hermann, ad Hur. Med. 310, Elmsl. ; 
Winer, p. 469; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. 
p. 84 E. 

7 As to vy. 12-20, see CO. F. A. Fritzsche, in 
Fritzschior. Opuse. p. 231 ff. 
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peals to win their favor and move their sympathy,” Bengel. — yiveote OS 
éyo, bre Kay d¢ bueic] is explained in two ways,—either as a summons to 
give up Judaistic habits, 07 as a summons to love. The correct interpreta- 
tion is: ‘‘ Become as I, become free from Judaism as I am, for I also have 
become as you ; for I also, when I abandoned Judaism, thereby became as a 
Gentile (ii. 14 ; Phil. iii. 7 f.), and placed myself on the same footing with 
you who were then Gentiles, by non-subjection to the Mosaic law. Now 
render to me the reciprocwm, ‘reciprocity,’ to which love has a claim.” * 
This interpretation is not only in the highest degree suitable to the thought- 
ful delicacy of the apostle—who might justly (in opposition to Wicseler’s 
objection) represent his former secession from Judaism as a service rendered 
to his readers (as Gentiles), because he had in fact seceded to be a con- 
verter of the Centiles—but is the only explanation in harmony with the words 
and the context. ’Eyevéunv must be supplied in the second clause, and to 
take it from yiveo6e is just as allowable as in 1 Cor. xi. 1 (in opposition to 
Hofmann).? As to xayé, comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 1. Following Chrysostom, 
Theodoret and Theophylact, Erasmus (in his Paraphrase), Vatablus, Sem- 
ler, and others, also Matthies, interpret : ‘‘ Become as I, abandon Judaism ; 
Sor I also was once a zealous adherent of it like you, but have undergone a 
change.” But as éyevdunv isthe only supplement which suggests itself in 
harmony with the context, Paul must have written the juyv, which on this 
view requires to be supplied,* and this 7u7v would in that case have con- 
veyed the main element of the motive.* But as Paul has written, the point 
of the passage lies in his desire that his readers should become like unto 
him, as he also had become like to the readers. Schott ° correctly supplies 
éyevounv, but he again supplies éyevéobe with tyeic : ‘‘ siquidem ego quoque 
factus sum, quales vos facti estis, cum Jesu Christo nomen daretis, abjeci 
studia pristina Judaismi pariter atque vos olim abjecistis,” ‘‘Since I also 
became, as ye became when ye enlisted with Jesus Christ ; I rejected the 
former pursuits of Judaism, in like manner as ye formerly rejected them.” 
Incorrectly, because this would presuppose that Paul was speaking to Jewish 
Christians, and because the motive, thus understood, could only have been 
of real avail as a motive in the event of Paul having been converted later 
than the Galatians. Jerome, Erasmus,° Cornelius 3 Lapide, Estius, Mi- 
chaelis, Riickert, interpret : ‘‘ Become as J, lay aside Judaism, for J also have 
lovingly accommodated myself to you ;” comp. Wieseler : ‘‘ Because I also, when 
I brought the gospel to you, from a loving regard toward you Gentiles put aside 
Jewish habits” (ii. 14 ; 1 Cor. ix. 21).7. Against this view it may be urged, 


1 So Koppe, Winer, Usteri, 
Fritzsche, de Wette, Hilgenfeld. 
2 Comp. Phil. ii. 5; and see generally, 


Neander, 5 Comp. Rosenmiiller and Flatt. 
6 In his Annotationes. 


7 So also in substance Olshausen, Ellicott, 


Kriiger, § lxii. 4. 1; Winer, p. 541 f.; Xen. 
Anab. vii. 7. 18: mpocpdv amrep atte. 

3 As Justin. ad Graec. ii. p. 40. ed. Col. 
yiveode ws eye, OTL Kayo Hunv ws vmeis, ‘ be- 
come as I, because I also was as ye.” 

4 Hui, nec amplius sum, * Iwas, but am no 
longer.” 


Reithmayr, and others ; similarly also Hof- 
mann. According to Hofmann, Paul says 
of himself that he places himself on an equai- 
ity with his Gentile readers (inasmuch as, 
where his vocation requires it, he lives 
among the Gentiles asif he were not a Jew), 
and, on the other hand, requires of them 
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that, in Paul’s working as an apostle to the Gentiles, his non-Judaistic atti- 
tude was a matter of principle, and not a matter of considerate acconvmodation, 
and that long before he preached to the Galatians, Besides, the result would 
be a dissimilar relation between the two members ; for Paul cannot require 
the putting away of Jewish habits as a matter of affectionate consideration, 
but only as a Christian necessity. [See Note LIX., p. 214.] The reciprocity 
of what is to be done under this aspect is the point of the demand. Ac- 
cording to Ewald, Paul says, ‘‘ As Christians, follow ye entirely my ex- 
ample, because I too am a simple Christian and, strictly speaking, not more 
than you.” But thus the very idea that was most essential, that of ‘‘a simple 
Christian ” would not be expressed. Others, including Luther, Beza, Cal- 
vin, Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, Zachariae, and Morus, find the sense : 
‘“ Love me, as I love you.” But how could the reader discover this in the words 
since Paul has not yet said a word as to any deficiency of love to him ? 
Beza and Grotius wrongly appeal to the mode of designating one who is 
beloved as an alter ego, an idea which dec éyé and d¢ ipeic do not at all con- 
vey. — adeAdoi, déouatiueév| The language of softened and deeply moved love. 
The words are to be referred not to the seguel,! in which there is nothing 
besought, but to the previous summons, with which he beseeches them to 
comply. — ovdév ue Houcjoate] suggests a motive for granting his entreaty 
yivecbe Sc éyé, by recalling their relation to him, as it had stood at the time 
when he first preached the gospel to them : ‘‘ How should ye not grant me 
this entreaty, since ye have done no injury to me (and certainly therefore 
in this point just asked for, will not vex me by non-compliance) ; but ye 
know,” etc. According to Chrysostom, Theophylact, Augustine, Pelagius, 
Luther, Calvin, Estius, Windischmann, and others, including Winer, the 
words are intended to give an assurance that the previous severe language 
had not flowed from displeasure and irritation against his readers. But 
Paul has in fact already changed, immediately before, to the tone of love ; 
hence such an assurance here would come in too late and inappropriately. 
Nor would the ovdév we 7dcxjoatre, Which on account of the connection with 
ver. 13 evidently applies to the period of his first visit, necessarily exclude 
a subsequent offence ; so that the “‘igitur non habui, quod vobis trascerer,” 
‘“‘T have, therefore, had no reason to be incensed with you” (Winer), which 
has been discovered in these words, is not necessarily implied in them. The 
temporal reference of the ovdév ye 7dixhoate, which is definitely and necessa- 
rily given by ver. 13, excludes also the view of Beza, Bengel, Riickert, 


that they shall place themselves on an equality 
with him (and therefore shall not live after 
the Jewish manner, but shall share his free- 
dom from the law, after he has accommo- 
dated himself to their position aloof from 
the law). Hofmann insists, namely, on the 
supplying of yivouo. (present), which, as 
well as yiveo$e, he understands in the sense 
of behaving and conducting themselves. 
This sense, however, is not suitable, since 
the readers are really to become different, and 
not merely to accommodate themselves to 


another line of conduct ; the yiver§a: would 
not therefore retain the same sense in the 
two halves of the verse. See also, in oppo- 
sition to this view, Moller onde Wette. The 
use of yiverdor in the sense of se praestare 
is, however, in itself linguistically admis- 
sible (see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 4), but 
not in conformity with the proofs adduced 
by Hofmann ; as to which Dissen, ad Dem. 
d. Cor. p. 239 f., takes the correct view. 
1 Luther, Zeger, Koppe, and others. 
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Ewald, and others, that Paul represents the vexation occasioned to him by 
the relapse of his readers as having not occurred,’ in order to encourage 
them by this meiosis to a compliance with the yiveobe d¢ éyd. Lastly, those 
interpretations are incorrect, which, in spite of the enclitic we, lay an anti- 
thetic emphasis on the latter ; as that of Grotius (‘‘ me privatim,” ‘‘ me per- 
sonally”), that of Rettig ® (not me, but God and Christ), and that of Schott 
(nihil mihi nocuistis, vebis tantum, ‘‘ you have injured me nothing, but only 
yourselves”). Nor is Hofmann’s view more correct : that Paul, taking oc- 
casion by a passage in the (alleged) epistle of his readers, desired only to 
say to them that the oidév pe 7dixqo. was not enough ; instead of having merely 
experienced nothing unbecoming from them, he could not but expect more at 
their hands, for which reason they ought to recall what their attitude to 
him had been at his first visit to them. In this view what is supposed to 
form the train of thought is a purely gratuitous importation, with the fiction 
of a letter written by the Galatians superadded ; and the assumed strong 
contrast to the sequel must have been marked by a yév after oidév,® or by 
adda instead of dé, in order to be intelligible. — On adcxeiv with accusative of 
the person and of the thing, comp. Acts xxv. 10; Philem. 18 ; Wolf, Lept. 
p. 848 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 6. 7. 

Vv. 18, 14. Contrast to the preceding oidév we nduk. Comp. Chrysostom : 
‘‘'Ye have done nothing to injure me ; but ye doubtless know, that I on 
account of weakness of the flesh preached the gospel to you the former time, 
and that ye,” etc. —dv aofévevav tio capxéc¢] The only correct explanation, 
because the only one agreeable to linguistic usage, is that adopted by Flatt, 
Fritzsche, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, and others, also by Winer, Gramm. p. 378, 
on account of weakness of the flesh: 4 so that it is clear, that on Paul’s first 
journey through Galatia (Acts xvi. 6) he was compelled by reason of 
bodily weakness to make a stay there, which properly did not form a part 
of his plan ; and that during this sojourn, forced on him by necessity, he 
preached the gospel to the Galatians. How he suffered, and from what cause, 
whether from natural sickness,° or from ill-treatment which he had previ- 


1“ All was forgotten and forgiven,” 
Ewald. 

2 In the Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 109. 

3 As to Plat. Rep. p. 398 A, Hartung, 
Partik. 1. p. 163, forms a right judgment. 

4 Bengel also translates correctly : ‘‘ prop- 
ter infirmitatem,” ‘‘ because of weakness,” 
but erroneously explains that the weakness 
was not indeed ‘‘causa praedicationis ipsius,”’ 
“the cause of his preaching,’ but ‘‘ adju- 
mentum, cur P. efficacius praedicaret, cum 
Galatae facilius rejicere posse viderentur,”’ 
“an aid whereby Paul preached the more 
efficaciously, although the Galatians might 
seem to be able to reject him the more 
readily.” Similarly, but still more incor- 
rectly, Schott, who detects an ‘‘ acumen 
singulare”’ in Paul’s saying: ‘‘per ipsam 
aegritudinem carnis doctrinam divinam 
vobis tradidi,” ‘through very weakness of 


the flesh, I delivered to you the divine 
doctrine ;” for the fact that Paul, although 
sick, had preached very zealously, had been 
of great influence in making his preaching 
more successful. In this interpretation 
everything is mistaken: for 64 must have 
been used with the genitive; the ‘‘ ipsam,” 
“very,’’ and the thought of successful preach- 
ing are quite gratuitously imported; and 
the whole of the alleged ‘‘ acumen’? would 
be completely out of place here, where Paul 
wishes to remind his readers of their love 
then shown to him, and not of the efficacy 
of his preaching. 

5 Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 7. In respect to 2 Cor. 
l.c., Holsten, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift, 
1861, p. 250 f., conceives it to refer to epi- 
leptical disturbances of the circulatory and 
nervous system, such as occur among visivn- 
aries. Comp. his Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 85. 
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ously endured on account of the gospel,! we do not know. The mention 
of an involuntary or rather quite unpremeditated working among the Gala- 
tians is not opposed to the apostle’s aim,? but favorable to it ; because the 
love which received him so heartily and joyfully must have been all the 
greater, the less it depended on the duty of befitting gratitude for a benefit 
previously destined for the recipients, and for exertions made expressly on 
their account. Many others have understood dvd as denoting the apostle’s 
condition : ‘‘ amidst bodily weakness,” which is then referred by some, and 
indeed most expositors, following Chrysostom and Luther, to persecutions 
and sufferings, by others to his insignificant appearance,* by others to sickness, * 
and by others even to embarrassment and perplexity on account of the strange 
circumstances.*° But in this case d:4 must have been used with the genitive ;° 
for expressions such as dd déyua, dud vixta, did ordua, dv aifépa, K.T.A., In 
which dua denotes stretching through, are merely poetical.’ We should be 
obliged to think of the occasioning state (as in dvd TovTo, did TOAAG, K.7.A.), 
which would just bring us back to our interpretation. Hence we must 
reject also the explanation of Grotius: ‘‘per varios casus, per mille 
pericula rerum perrexi, ut vos instituerem,” ‘‘ through various calamities, 
through a thousand dangers, I proceeded to establish you.” Others still have 
gone so far as to refer dv’ ao0. tH capxéc to weakness of the Galatians, to 
which Paul accommodated himself. So Jerome, Estius, Hug, and Rettig /.c. 
p. 108 ff. : ‘‘ I have preached to you on account of the weakness of your flesh,” 
which is supposed to mean: ‘‘I have in my preaching had respect to the 
infirmity of your flesh.” Utterly mistaken : because Paul must necessarily 
have added a modal definition to eiyyy. (even if it had only been an odrwe), 
or must have written car’ ao@. instead of d’ acf. ; moreover, év rH capKé wou in 
ver. 14 shows that Paul meant the aoéveva tHe capkde to apply to himself. — 
To mpérepov| may mean either : earlier, at an earlier time, so that it would be 
said from the standpoint of the present,® which in relation to the past is the 
later time (John vi. 62, vii. 51, ix. 8; 2 Cor. i. 15 ; 1 Tim. i. 13 ; 1 Pet. i. 
14 Eebrexe 32,5) XOX, Deut. at 12) Chron. 1x.) 2); 1) Mace: xi: 27)" or 
the former time, so that the same fact (the preaching) took place twice 
(Heb. iv. 6, vii. 27). It is interpreted in the former sense by Usteri and 
Fritzsche, and in the latter by Koppe, Winer, Riickert, Matthies, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius, de Wette, Wieseler, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Hofmann, and 
others.*° The latter is the correct view, so that rd mpérepov presupposes a 
second sojourn of the apostle among the Galatians. For if he had preached 


1 Comp. Gal. vi. 17. 

2 As Riickert objects. 

§ Calvin. 

4 Riickert, Matthies, Olshausen, Ewald ; 
comp. also in Jerome. 

® Baumgarten-Crusius. 

8 See Matthiae, p. 13853; Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. I. p. 138. 

7See Schaefer, ad Mosch, 4. 91; Bern- 
hardy, p. 236 f.; Kiihner, II. p. 282. 

®§ Thue. i. 12.2: thy viv Bowriav, mporepoy 


b¢ Kadunisa ynv Kadovmevny, ‘the country 
now called Boeotia, but at an earlier time 
Cadmeis,’”’ Isocr. de pace, § 121 and Bremi 
in loc. 

® The older expositors, translating it jam 
pridem (Vulgate), or prius (Erasmus, Beza, 
Calvin), or antea (Castalio), do not for the 
most part attempt any more precise expla- 
nation. Luther: ‘for the first time.’ Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, and Theophylact do not 
give any explanation of 76 mpor, 
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among them only once, 7d mpérepov would have been quite an idle, superflu- 
ous addition. But Paul adds it just in order to denote quite distinctly his 
Jirst visit, during which he founded the churches (Acts xvi. 6) : at his second 
visit (Acts xviii. 28), the happy experiences which he had enjoyed 16 rpére- 
pov were not repeated in such full measure ; the churches were already tainted 
by Judaism. Comp. Introd. § 2, 3. Fritzsche, indeed, maintains that vv. 
18, 19 imply that Paul before the composition of the epistle had only once 
visited the Galatians ; but see on ver. 19. 

Ver. 14. Still dependent on érv, as is logically required by the contrast to 
ovdév pe 70ck., Which is introduced by oidare dé, 671. — Tov mecpacpov buov év 
TH capki you «.t.A.] As to the reading iar, see the critical notes. The sense 
is: that ye were put to the proof as respected my bodily weakness (namely, as to 
your receiving and accepting my announcements, demands, etc., notwith- 
standing this my suffering and impotent appearance ; see the antithesis, 
GAv wc k.t.2.) 3 this proof ye have not rejected with disdain and aversion, but on 
the contrary have submitted yourselves to it so excellently, that ye received me as 
an angel of God, as Christ Jesus. The kai is not and yet,! but the simple 
and, continuing the address (oidate, bru x.7.A.). —év tH capKi yov] is the more 
precise definition of rdv recpacu. buav, specifying wherein the readers had to 
undergo a trial,—namely, in the fact of Paul’s having then preached to them 
in such bodily weakness. Hence év rH capi did not require the connecting 
article, as it is in reality blended with rdv revpacudy tuov so as to form one 
idea.* And the definition of the sense of év th capxe pov is derived from 46? 
aobéverav THe capkéc in ver. 13. Fritzsche, l.c. p. 245, objects to the sense 
which is given by the reading tudv : 1. sententiam ab h. 1. abhorrere, ‘‘ The 
sense is inconsistent with the connection.” But how aptly does the negative as- 
sertion, that the Galatians, when they were put to the trial by the apostle’s 
sickness, did not despise and reject this trial, correspond with the positive 
idea, that, on the contrary, they have received him as an angel of God ! 
And how suitable are the two ideas together to the previous ovdév we 701K7- 
cate! 2. Sententiam verbis parum aptis conceptam esse; expectaras Kardc 
brepeivare, ‘ The sense ts inadequately expressed by the words ; and that we 
should expect xakoc ireyeivate.” But this catoc breueivare is in fact most ex- 
haustively represented by the negative and positive testimony taken together ; 
the negative testimony expresses the acceptance, and the positive the stand- 
ing, of the reipacudc. 8. The sense does not suit the following aawv .. . édé- 
fao0é we. But even with the adoption of the reading study the rejection 
of the apostle is in point of fact negatived ; hence rdv repacudv tuov . . . 
éfextboare cannot be inappropriate to the édéZacAé we which follows. Lach- 
mann‘ makes xa? rév recpacpu. tu. év tT. o. w. dependent on oidare (placing a 
colon after év 7% capxi yov), whereby the flow of the discourse is quite unnec- 
essarily broken. [See Note LX., p. 214.]— éenrboare] expresses the sense of 


1 Koppe, Winer, Matthies. Bacavigerdat év, ‘put to the test,” Plat. Pol. 
2? Comp. Plat. Phil. p.21 A: év coi metpd- Vi. p. 508 A. 

peda, upon thee we would make the trial. 3 See on iii. 26. 

Hom. J. xix. 384, mewpydyn. .. ev évrear, 4Comp. Buttmann in Stud. u. Krit. 1860, 


“was tried in the harness.’? Comp. also p. 879. 


a 
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éfov6. figuratively and by way of climax, adding the idea of detestation.? 
So forcible an expression of the negative serves to give the greater promi- 
nence to the positive counterpart which follows.’ This deviation from the 
Greek usage should be acknowledged, and must be considered as caused by 
éfov)., as in fact Paul is fond of repeating, not without emphasis, com- 
pounds presenting the same preposition (ii. 4, 138 ; Rom. ii. 18, xi. 7, e¢ al.). 
— ¢ Xprordv "Inoovy] a climax added asyndetically in the excitement of feel- 
ing, and presenting to a still greater extent than d¢ dyyeA. Ocov (Heb. i. 4 ; 
Phil. ii. 10 ; Col. i. 16) the high reverence and love with which he had 
been received by them, and that as a divine messenger. Comp. Matt. x. 40 ; 
John xiii. 20. Observe also, that even among the Galatians Paul doubtless 
preached in the first instance to the Jews (whose loving behavior towards 
the apostle was then shared in by the Gentiles also) ; hence the comparison 
with an angel and with Christ in our passage is in keeping with the apos- 
tle’s historical recollection, and does not render it at all necessary to assume 
an torepov mpérepov in the representation, which would thus anticipate the 
already Christian view. 


Note.—According to the Recepta r. rep. wou Tov év T. 0. “., OF, as the first pov 
has special evidence against it, according to the reading Tov mevp. Tov év T. ©. [L., 
the explanation must be: ‘“ My bodily temptation ye have nol despised or disdain- 
fully rejected,’ that is, ‘“‘ Ye have not on account of my sickness, by which I 
have been tried of God, rejected me, as the bodily impotence in which it ex- 
hibited me to you might have induced you to do.’’ Taken by itself, this sense, 
and the mode of expressing it, would be suitable enough,’ even without the hy- 
pothesis, based on éerr., of some nauseous sickness.* [See Note LXI., p. 214.] 


Ver. 15. Of what nature, then, was your self-congratulation ? A sorrowful 
question ! for the earnestness with which the Galatians had then congratu- 
lated themselves on the apostle’s account, contrasting so sadly with their 
present circumstances, compelled him to infer that that congratulation was 
nothing but an effervescent, fleeting, and fickle excitement. Hence the 
reading rov ovv (see the critical notes) is a gloss in substance correct ; comp. 
Rom. iii. 27. Others explain it : On what was your self-congratulation 
grounded? Why did you pronounce yourselves so happy ?° In this case 
qualis would have to be taken in the peculiar sense : how caused, which, 
however, would require to be distinctly suggested by the context. Others 


1 Comp. Rey. iii. 16, and the Latin des passage quoted by Kypke, Plut. de fort. vel 
puere, respuere. virt. Alem. I. p. 328, it is used in the proper 


2JIn the other Greek writers, besides the 
simple mrvew (Soph. Ant. 649. 1217), there 
occur only katantvew Tivds, amomtiery Tid 
(4 Mace. iii. 18; Eur. Troad. 668, Hec. 1265; 
Hes. épy. 724), and Svarrveww teva (in Philo 
also rapamrvevv) in this metaphorical sense 
(Kypke, II. p. 280; Ruhnk. Zp. crit. p. 149; 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 1%); but exmrvew 
is always used in the proper sense (Hom. Od. 
vy. 322; Aristoph. Vesp. 792; Anthol. Theo- 
dorid. 2; Apoll. Rhod. 478), as also éumrveww 
awit (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 1%). Even in the 


sense, because éomep xadwvov stands beside 
ts 

3 In opposition to Wieseler. 

4 In opposition to Fritzsche. 

5 So Bengel, Koppe, Winer, Matthias, and 
Schott. Schott, in opposition to the con- 
text, and all the more strangely seeing that 
he does not even read jv, but merely sup- 
plies it, lays stress upon this jv: illo tem- 
pore, nunc non item, “‘at that time, not 
now in like manner ;’’? comp. Oecumenius. 
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still, as Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Piscator, Calovius, Wolf, and including 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Hilgenfeld, Reiche, Wieseler, interpret : ‘‘ How great 
(comp. Eph. i. 14) therefore was your congratulation ! how very happy you 
pronounced yourselves !” But then the core in ver. 16 would be deprived 
of its logical reference, which, according to our interpretation, is contained 
in ric oby 6 paxap. bu. And the words would, in fact, contain merely a su- 
perfluous and feeble exclamation. —The paxapiopd¢ (comp. Rom. iv. 6, 9), 
with which iuév stands as the genitive of the subject,! and not as the geni- 
tive of the object,2—for the object is obvious of itself, —refers to the circum- 
stance that they had congratulated themselves, not that they had been con- 
gratulated by Paul and others,® or even that they (the Galatians) had con- 
gratulated the apostle.4 See the sequel. The word, synonymous with 
evdauovioudc, is never equivalent to pakapidtyc.°—paptpo yap tyuiv x.t.2. | 
justification of the expression just used, 6 pakapiopoc budv. — rove d¢barpode 
x.T.A.] A description of the overwhelming love, which was ready for any 
sacrifice. Such proverbial modes of expression, based upon the high value 
and indispensableness of the eyes (Prov. vii. 2; Ps. xvii. 8 ; Zech. ii. 8 ; 
Matt. xviii. 9; and comp. Vulpius and Doering, ad Catull. i. 3. 5), are 
current in all languages. Nevertheless, Lomler,* Riickert, and Schott 
have explained the passage quite literally: that Paul had some malady of 
the eyes, and here states that, if it had been possible, the Galatians would 
have given him their own sound eyes. But considering the currency of the 
proverbial sense, how arbitrarily is this view hazarded, seeing that nowhere 
else do we find a trace of any malady of the eyes in the apostle !’_ Riickert 
and Schott, indeed, found specially on ¢ duvaréy, and maintain that, to ex- 
press the meaning of the ordinary view, Paul must have written: ‘‘if it 
had been necessary.” But in any case the idea was a purely imaginary one, 
and as a matter of fact practically impossible (adtvarov) ; if Paul, therefore, 
had said : ‘‘if it had been necessary,” he would at any rate have expressed 
himself wnsuitably. Besides, ei duvatév expresses the self-sacrificing love in 
a yet far stronger degree. And, if Paul had not spoken proverbially, the 
whole assurance would have been so hyperbolical, that he certainly could 
not have stood sponsor for it with the earnest paprypd tuiv. [See Note 
LXIL., p. 214 seq.] — éfopté.] the standing word for the extirpation of the 
eyes.*— éddxaré wor] namely, as property, as a love-pledge of the most joyful 


1 Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 590 D. 

2 Matthias. 

3 Jerome, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecu- 
menius. 

4 Estius, Locke, Michaelis. 

5 Erasmus, Luther, Piscator, Homberg, 
Calovius, comp. Olsh. 

8 Inthe Anna. d. gesammet. theol. Lit. 1831, 
p. 276. 

7Lomler and Schott trace back the al- 
leged disease of the eyes to the blindness 
at Damascus, and identify it with the oxéAow 
(2 Cor. xii. 7). The latter idea is just as 
mistaken as the former. For the oxdéAow 


was, in the apostle’s view, an operation 
of Satan, whereas the blindness at Damas- 
cus arose from the effulgence of the celes- 
tial Christ. And this blindness, as it had 
arisen supernaturally, was also supernat- 
urally removed (Acts ix. 17, 18). That a 
chronic malady of the eyes should have 
been left behind, would be entirely op- 
posed to the analogy of the N. T. miracles 
of healing, of which a complete cure was 
always the characteristic. 

®* See Judg. xvi. 21; 1 Sam. xi. 2; Herod. 
viii. 116; Joseph. Antt. vi. 5.1; Wetstein, 
in loc. 
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self-sacrificing devotedness, not for use (Hofmann, following older expositors), 
—a view which, if we do not explain it of a disease of the eyes in the apos- 
tle’s case, leads to a monstrousidea. Without dv (see the critical notes) the 
matter is expressed as more indubitable, the condition contained in the 
protasis being rhetorically disregarded. ' 

Ver. 16. ‘Qore] Accordingly; the actual state of things which, to judge 
from the cooling down—which that painful question (ric obv 6 waxapiopoc 
iuov ;) bewails—in the self-sacrificing love depicted in vv. 14, 15, must 
have superseded this love, and must now subsist.? The words contain a pro- 
foundly melancholy exclamation : ‘‘ Accordingly, that is my position ; I am 
become your enemy !” etc. So great a change has the relation, previously 
so rich and happy in confidence and love, experienced by the fact that it 
is my business to speak the truth to you (mark the present participle ad7bebwv). 
This conduct which I pursue towards you, instead of confirming your 
inclination towards me and confidence in me, has taken them away ; I 
have become your enemy! To place (with Matthias) a note of interrogation 
after yéyova, and then to take a/n@. iuiv as an exclamation (an enemy, who 
tells you the truth!), breaks up the passage without adequate ground. 
Utterly groundless, illogical, and unprecedented (for the dare of an infer- 
ential sentence always follows the sentence which governs it) is the inver- 
sion forced upon the apostle by Hofmann, who makes out that dore «.7.2. is 
dependent on ¢yAovow tudo: ‘‘so that I am now your enemy, if I tell you 
truth, they court you ;” it is the result of these courtings, that, when the 
apostle agreeably to the truth tells his converts (as in i. 8 f.) what is to be 
thought about the teaching of his opponents (?), he thereby comes to stand 
as their enemy. In this interpretation the special reference of aAnfebav iyiv 
is purely gratuitous. To explain the dore consecutivowm with the indicative, 
the simple rule is quite sufficient, that it is used de re facta; and the 
emphasis of the relation which it introduces lies in its indicating the 
quality of the preceding, to which the consecutivwm refers.? Hofmann 
increases the arbitrary character of his artificial exposition by subse- 
quently, in ver. 17, separating of Kkaddc from fyroiow tuac, and looking 
upon these words as an opinion placed alongside of dore éy6p. tu. yéy., 
respecting this mode of courting. His interpretation thus presents at once 
a violent combination and a violent separation. — éy@péc¢ iuov] The context 
permits either the passive sense : hated by you,* or the active: your ene- 


1 See Hermann, ad Soph. Hl. 902; de part. 
av, p. 70 ff.; Bremi, ad Lys. Haxc. IV. p. 439 
f.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 198 C; 
Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 490. 
But Ellendt (Lex. Soph. I. p. 125) well re- 
marks, ‘“‘Sed cavendum, ne in discrimine 
utriusque generis, quod pertenue est, con- 
stituendo argutemur,” ‘‘ But care must be 
taken, lest in maintaining the distinction 
between the two classes, we prate about 
what is excessively subtile.”’ 

2 Sore cannot specify a reason, as Wieseler 
thinks, who, anticipating ver. 17, explains : 


“* Mor no other reason than because ye pro- 
nounced yourselves so happy on my account, 
am I (according to the representation of the 
false teachers) become your enemy,” ete. 
Wieseler therefore takes sore, as if it had 
been 61a rodTOo. 

3 Comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 1012: 
“Rem qualis sit, addita ret consequentis sig- 
nificatione definit,” ‘It defines a subject as 
to its nature, by adding the meaning of 
that which results.”’ 

4De Wette, Windischmann, and older 
expositors. 
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my ;! the latter, however, so taken that éy6p. tuov yéyova is said in accord- 
ance with the (altered) opinion of the readers. This active interpretation is 
to be preferred, because the usage among Greek authors (and throughout the 
N. T. also) in respect to the substantive éypéc with the genitive is decisive 
in its favor. From the time of Homer, éyfpé¢ means hated only with the 
dative,? which either stands beside it or is to be mentally supplied.* — 
yéyova] To what time does this change (having become), which by the perfect 
is marked as continuing, refer? It did not occur in consequence of the 
present epistle,® for the Galatians had not as yet read it ; nor at the jirst visit, 
for he had then experienced nothing but abundant love. It must therefore 
have taken place at the second visit,* when Paul found the Galatian churches 
already inclined to Judaism, and in conformity with the truth could no 
longer praise them (for only érawvérye tov dixalov adAnbeber, ‘a commender of 
what is just speaks the truth,” Plat. Pol. ix. p. 589 C), but was compelled 
to blame their aberrations. — adyOetov tpiv] For ‘‘ veritas odium parit,” 
‘truth begets hatred,” ’ and dpyiovrac amavtec toig¢ peta mappyciac 7 adAnbOy 
Aéyouot, ‘* All are provoked with those who frankly speak the truth.”® As to 
aAnbevev, to speak the truth, see on Eph. iv. 15. 

Ver. 17. The self-seeking conduct of the Judaizing teachers (i. 7), so en- 
tirely opposed to the aAybebuv tuiv. The fact that they are not named is quite 
in keeping with the emotion and irritation of the moment ; ‘‘nam solemus 
suppresso nomine de iis loqui, quos nominare piget ac taedet,” ‘‘ For those 
whom it disgusts and offends us to mention we generally refer to with a 
suppression of the name,” Calvin. — (7Aovew iuac] that is, they exert them- 
selves urgently to win you over to their side ; they pay their court to you 
zealously.* For the contrast to the behavior of the apostle harmonizes well 
with this sense ; which is also accordant with linguistic usage, since (7260 
with the accusative means to be zealous about a person or thing, and obtains in 
each case the more precise definition of its import from the context.!° Next 
to this interpretation comes that of Calvin, Beza, and others, including 
Riickert :" they are jealous of you (2 Cor. xi. 2; Ecclus. ix. 1). Taking it so, 
it would not be necessary to conceive of Paul and his opponents under the 
figure of wooers of the bride,” of which nothing is suggested by the context; 
but it may be urged against this explanation, that iva abtove Cydovre is not 
appropriate in the same sense. This remark also applies to the interpretation 
of Koppe and Reithmayr: 8 ‘‘ they envy you (Acts vii. 9), are full of an envious 


1 Vulgate, Beza, Grotius, and many 
others; also Rickert, Matthies, Schott, 


® So, correctly, Erasmus, Castalio, Er. 
Schmid, Michaelis, and others, including 


Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Hofmann. 

2 Dem. 439. 19. 1121. 12; Ken. Anab. iii. 2. 
5, de venat. 18. 12; Soph. Aj. 554, 

3 Xen. Cyrop. v. 4.50; Dem. 241. 12. 245. 
16; Lucian, Sacrif. 1; Herodian. iii. 10. 6. 

4 Rom. v. 10, xi. 28; Col. i. 21. 

5 Jerome, Luther, Koppe, Flatt, and 
others. 

§ Acts xviil. 23. 

7 Terent. Andr. i. 1. 40. 

8 Lucian, Addic. ". 


Flatt, Winer, Usteri, Schott, Fritzsche, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Ewald, Wieseler, and Hofmann. 

10 Dem. 1402. 20. 500. 2; Prov. xxiv. 1; 
Wisd. i. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 31; and see Wetstein. 

11 Comp. Vulgate : aemulantur. 

12 The bridegroom being Christ ; see on 
2 Cor. xi. 2: 

13 Following Ambrose, Jerome, and The- 
odoret. 
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jealousy of your freedom ;” and to that df Chrysostom and Theophylact : 
they viewith you.’ The factitive explanation : they make you to be zealous 
(Matthias), is opposed to linguistic usage, which only sanctions rapagtnAdul, 
and not the simple verb, in this sense. — od xaaéc] not in a morally fair, hon- 
orable way, as would have been the case, if it had been done for your real good. 
— ixxdasioa] To exclude ;? they desire to debar you ; in this lies the wickedness 
of their ¢7A0¢. The question which arises here, and cannot be set aside 
(as Hofmann thinks) : Exclude from what? is answered by the emphatic 
airob¢ Which follows, namely, from other teachers, who do not belong to their 


~ clique.* These ‘‘other teachers” are naturally those of anti-Judaizing 


views, and consequently Paul himself and his followers ; but the hypothesis 
that Paul only is referred to* is the less feasible, as the very idea of 
éxxAsioa in itself most naturally points to a plurality, to an association. Since 
the avrotc which follows applies to the false teachers as teachers, we must 
not conceive the exclusion ® as from the whole body of Christians, nor ° as from 
all Christians thinking differently ; comp. Hilgenfeld : ‘‘from the Pauline 
church-union.” It is arbitrarily taken by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theo- 
phylact, as exclusion from the state of true knowledge ; by Erasmus and Cor- 
nelius & Lapide, from Christian freedom; by Luther (1519), a Christo et 
Jiducia ejus, ‘from Christ and confidence in him ;” by Matthies, from the king- 
dom of truth ;" by Wieseler and Reithmayr, from the kingdom of heaven ; by 
Matthias, from salvation by faith. All interpretations of this nature would 
have needed some more precise definition. Koppe falls into a peculiar 
error : ‘‘aconsuetudine et familiaritate sua arcere vos volunt,” ‘‘ They would 
preclude you from their companionship and intimacy” (ii. 12). — iva aitod¢ 
CnAovre] As iva is used here with the present indicative, it cannot mean 
in order that ;* but must be the particle of place, ubi.° This.ubi may, how- 
ever, mean either : in which position of things ye are zealous for them ; '° or, in 
its purely local sense : ‘‘ they wish to debar you there, where you are zealous 


1 Comp. Borger ; ¢nAos méev cori ayados OTav 
Tis GpeTnv puunTal Tivos, SAos bé ov KaAds, 


_ Otay Tis omevdy EKBadrety THS apETHS TOV KaTOpP- 


sodvra, ‘ Zeal is good when one imitates the 
excellence of another; but it is not good 
when one is eager to reject, because of 
his virtue, one who is successful” (The- 
ophylact). 

2 Syr. translates includere, and consequent- 
ly read éyxAetoar, This would mean : they de- 
sire to include youin their circle, so that ye 
should not get free from them and come to 
associate with other teachers. Thus, in 
point of fact, the same sense would result 
as in the case of éxxAecoa, only regarded 
from a different point of view. Fritzsche’s 
reference of éyxa. to the legis Mos. carcerem 
is not suggested by the context. The read- 
ing is altogether so weakly attested, that it 
can only be looked upon as an ancient er- 
ror of transcription. 

3 The wish expressed by Erasmus in his 
Annott.; ‘“ Utinam hodie nulli sint apud 


Christianos in quos competat haec Pauii 
querimonia !’’ ‘‘ Would that to-day there 
were none to whom this complaint of Paul 
were not pertinent!” is still but too applica- 
ble to the present day. 

4“ A me meique communione,” *‘ from 
me and fellowship with me,’ Winer; so 
also Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Kypke, 
Michaelis, Riickert, Olshausen, Reiche, and 
others. 

5 With Borger and Flatt. 

§ With Schott. 

7 Comp. Ewald: from genuine Christian- 
ity. 

8 Cndovre is not the Attic future (Jatho). 
See Winer, p. 72; Buttmann, p. 33. In Thuc. 
ii. 8. 3, and iii. 58. 4, €AevPepodor and épyuovre 
are presents ; see Kriiger in doc. 

® Valckenaer, ad Herod. ix. 27: iva Soxée 
K.T.A, 

10 My former explanation, as in 1 Cor. iv. 6; 
see on that passage, and Ellendt, Lex. Soph 
I. p. 839, 
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Jor them,”—namely, in the Judaistic circle, in which it is they themselves who 
are zealously courted by you, whose favor you have to seek, etc. The latter 
view, as the simplest, is to be preferred. On the usual explanation of iva 
as a particle of design, recourse is had to the assumption of an abnormal con- 
struction of degenerate Greek ;’ or of amistake on the part of the author or 
of the transcriber ;° or, with Fritzsche, to the reading ¢yAére.* But all these 
expedients are quite as arbitrary as the assumption of a faulty formation of 
mood.‘ The interpretation of iva as ubi is based not on an ‘‘ exaggerated 
philological preicison,”*® but on a linguistic necessity, to which the cus- 
tomary interpretation, yielding certainly a sense appropriate enough in itself, 
must give way, because the latter absolutely requires the subjunctive mood. 
[See Note LXIII., p. 215. ] 

Ver. 18. Paul knew that the state of things mentioned in ver. 17 was but 
too assuredly based upon reality. So long as he had been with them (on 
the first occasion, and still even during his short second visit), the Galatians 
had shown zeal in that which was good, viz., in the actual case: zeal for their 
apostle and his true gospel, as was their duty (consequently what was morally 
right and good). But after his departure this zeal veered round in favor of 
the Judaizing teachers and their doctrine. Hence the apostle continues, 
' giving a gentle reproof, and for that reason expressing the first half of the 
sentence merely in a general form : ‘‘ Good, however, is the becoming zealous 
in a good thing always, and not merely during my presence with you ;” that is, 
‘* It is good when zealous endeavors are continuously applied ina good cause, 
and not merely,” etc. The chief emphasis rests on this rdvrore with its an- 
tithesis. The special form, in which Paul has clothed his thought, arises 
from his inclination for deliberately using the same word in a modified shade 
of meaning.® But the very point of this mode of expression requires that 
¢ndovobat Should not be taken in a sense essentially different from the correct 
view of it in ver. 17 ; consequently, neither as invidiose tractari, ‘‘to be en- 
viously treated” (Koppe), nor as fo endure envy (Riickert), which, besides, 
cannot be conveyed by the simple passive. In Usteri’s view Paul intends 
to say, ‘‘ How much was I not the object of your ¢7A0¢ (zeal and interest), 
when I was with you! But if it should cease again so soon after my de- 
parture from you, it must have lost much of its value.” But the very kai u7 
povov év TO Tapeival pe mpodc buac plainly shows that Paul did not conceive 
himself as the object of the (yAoveba: ; in order to be understood, he must 


1 Winer, Olshausen, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, 
Hofmann, Reithmayr, and others. 

2 Schott. 

3 Which only 113 and 219** have. 

4 Rickert, Matthies. 

5 As Hilgenfeld thinks, who appeals in 
favor of tva, ut, with the indicative to 
Clem. Hom. xi. 16: iva pndév tov mpookvvov- 
évov UrApxev. This is certainly not ‘* philo- 
logical precision,” but inattention to lin- 
guistic fact ; forin this Clementine passage 
the quite customary iva, wt, is used with 
the indicative of the preterite, ‘‘quod tum 


fit, quando ponitur aliquid, quod erat 
futurum, si aliud quid factum esset, sed 
jam non est factum,” ‘‘ which occurs when 
anything which was to be is stated, if any- 
thing else was to have been done, but now 
has not been done.”’ Klotz, ad Devar. p. 
630 f.; Herm. ad Viger. p. 850 f.; Kitihner, 
II. § 778. With regard to the respective 
passages from Barnabas and Ignatius, in 
support of iva with the present indicative, 
see on 1 Cor. iv. 6. 

6 Rom. xiv. 13; 1 Cor. iii. 17, e¢ al. ; comp. 
Wilke, Rhetor. p. 348 £. 
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have added this ve to (yAovcGa, since there was no previous mention of 
himself as the object of the ¢70c. This objection also applies to the view 
of Reiche, although the latter takes it more distinctly and sharply : ‘ Bo- 
num, honestum et salutare (vi. 9; 1 Cor. vii. 1; 1 Thess. v. 21), vero est 
expeti aliorum studio et amore, modo et consilia honesto, év kar@ (conf. 2 Cor. xi. 
2 3 Oe0v ChAw), tdque continuo ac semper mdvrote, nec tantum praesente me inter 
vos,” “* It is indeed good, becoming, and advantageous (vi. 9; 1 Cor. vii. 1 ; 
1 Thes. v. 21) to be sought after by the devotion and love of others, in an hon- 
orable way and from an honorable purpose (conf. 2 Cor. ii. 2), and that con- 
tinually and always, nor only when I am present among you.” But éy «aa 
cannot mean ‘‘ modo et consilio honesto” (this is expressed by xadd¢ in ver. 
17) ; it denotes the object of the ¢7Aobca, and that conceived of as the sphere 
in which the ¢7Aove#u takes place. Schott interprets, unsuitably to the «at 
un wdvov x.7.A. Which follows : ‘‘ Laudabile est, guovis tempore appeti vel trahi 
ad partes alicujus, si agitur de bono et honesto colendo,” ‘It is praise- 
worthy at any time to be eager for or to be drawn to the interest of one, 
provided it be done for the purpose of cultivating the good and honorable.” 
So also, in substance, de Wette, with relation to the passive demeanor of the 
Galatians, and with an extension of the idea of the verb : “‘ It is, however, 
beautiful to be the object of zealous attention in what is good,” by which are in- 
dicated the qualities and advantages on account of which people are ad- 
mired, loved, and courted.” Similarly Ewald : ‘‘It is beautiful to be the 
object of zealous love in what is beautiful,” CyAoborw and CyAobre in ver. 17 being 
understood in a corresponding sense. But this interpretation also does not 
harmonize with the xat uw pwdvov x.t.2. which follows ; and hence Ewald 
changes the idea of ¢7AocvoGa: into that of being worthy of love, and conse- 
quently into the sense of (nAwrdy eivaz. Hofmann over-refines and obscures 
the correct apprehension of the passage, by bringing ver. 18, in consequence 
of his erroneous reference of ore éyOpdc «.7.A. (see on ver. 16), into connec- 
tion with this sentence, considering the idea to be: ‘‘ Just as his person had 
formerly been the object of their affection, it ought to have remained so, 
instead of his now being their enemy in consequence of the self-seeking 
solicitude with which his opponents take pains about them if he speaks to 
them the truth. For in his case the morally good had been the ground, on 
account of which he had been the object of their loving exertion,” etc. The 
earlier expositors,* as also Olshausen and Matthias (the latter in keeping 


1 Ev cad, used adverbially, means either 
at the fit time (Plat. Pol. ix. p. 571 B; Xen. 
Hell. iv. 3.5), or at the suitable place (Xen. 
Heil. ii. 1. 25), and in general, jitly (see Sturz, 
Lex. Xen. Il. p. 643), but does not occur in 
the N. T. 

2Theophylact (comp. also Chrysostom 
and Theodoret) has evidently understood 
the passage substantively, just as de Wette: 
tovTo aivitretar, os apa Sndwtol Hoav maouy ent 
7H Tedcornt, “This suggests that, there- 
fore, they were enviable as to their per- 
fection.” Linguistically unobjectionable. 


13 


Comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 19: éwavopeévous x. 
gyAoumevous vd Tay aAAwy, ‘praised and 
esteemed happy by the rest.” Sympos. 4. 
45; Hiero, 1. 9; Eur. Alc. 903; Soph. ZH. 
1016 ; Aesch. Pers. 698; Plat. Gorg. p. 473 C, 
SnAwros ay Kai evSarmorrgomuevos, ‘* being envi- 
able and accounted happy.’’ See gener- 
ally, Blomf. Gloss. Aesch. Prom. 388 ; Pier- 
son, ad Moer. p. 169. 

3 Not all. The learned Grotius has evi- 
dently understood it passively; ‘‘Rectum 
erat, ut semper operam daretis, ut ego a 
vobis amari expeterem; est enim hoc 
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with his factitive interpretation of the active), mostly take {yAovofa: as 
middle, in sense equivalent to ¢yAovv, with very different definitions of the 
meaning,! but inconsistently with the wsus loguendi. 

Ver. 19. This verse is not be attached to the preceding,? —a construc- 
tion which makes this earnest, touching address appear awkward and dis- 
similar in character to what is previously said,—but the words are to be 
separated from what precedes by a full stop, and to be joined with what 
follows, the tender affection of which is quite in harmony with this loving 
address. Difficulty has been felt as to dé in ver. 20 ;* but only from inat- 
tention to the Greek use of dé after the address, when the writer turns to a 
new thought, and does so with a tacit anthithesis, which is to be recognized 
from the context. It is found so not merely with questions,‘ but also in 
other instances.° Here the slight antithetic reference lies, as the very repe- 
tition of rapeivas rpd¢ tac indicates, in his glancing back to kai pH udvov 
«.t.A., namely : ‘‘ Although zeal in a good cause ought not to be restricted 
merely to my presence with you, I yet would wish to be now present with 
you,” etc. The dé of the apodosis, which Wieseler here assumes, is not suit- 
able, because 7eAov dé x.7.2. does not stand in any kind of antithesis to rexv. 
pov od¢ TGA. Odivw k.T.2.; and besides, no connected construction would result 
from it ; for the idea : ‘‘ Because ye are my children . . . I would wish,” does 


amari honestum,” “It was right for you 
always to take pains that I might aspire 
to be loved of you; for it is good to 
be loved.” Also Michaelis (comp. Er. 
Schmidt): “‘It is good when others court 
our favor.’? Both interpretations come 
very near to that of Usteri. 

1 Erasmus, Paraphr., “ Vidistis me legis 
ceremonias negligere, nihil praedicare prae- 
ter Christum, aemulabamini praesentem. 
Si id rectum erat, cur nunc absente me 
vultis alios aemulare in iis, quae recta non 
sunt?’ “You saw that I neglected the 
ceremonies of the law, that I preached 
nothing but Christ, and you emulated me 
when I waspresent. If this was right, why, 
now, inmy absence do you wish to emulate 
others in such things as are not right.” Lu- 
ther, 1524: ‘‘ Bonum quidem est aemulari et 
imitari alios, sed hoc praestate in re bona 
semper, nunquam in mala, non tantum me 
praesente, sed etiam absente,” “It is 
good indeed to emulate and imitate others, 
but do this always in a good matter, never 
in an evil, not only in my presence, but 
also in my absence.’? Comp. Calvin: ‘‘ Imi- 
tari vel eniti ad alterius virtutem,” “To 
imitate or strive after the virtue of an- 
other.” Beza: ‘“‘ At noster amor longe est 
alius; vos enim bonam ob causam non ad 
tempus, sed semper, non solum praesens, 
sed etiam absens absentes vehementissime 
complector,” “ But our love is far differ- 
ent; forina good cause J most ardently 


embrace you, not for a time, but always; 
not only when [ am present, but also when 
fam absent, do I embrace you absent.” 
Locke (év cade masculine): ‘‘ Vos amabatis 
me praesentem tanquam bonum, fas itaque 
est idem facere in absentem,”’ ‘‘ You loved 
me when present as a good ; therefore it is 
right to do the same towards ine absent.” 
Bengel: ‘‘Zelo zelum accendere, zelare 
inter se,” “*To kindle zeal by zeal, to be 
mutually zealous.” Morus: ‘ Laudabile 
autem est, sectari praeceptorem in re bona 
semper, neque solum,”’ etc., “It is, more- 
over, praiseworthy always in agood matter 
to follow a teacher, nor only,” etc. ; sub- 
stantially, therefore, as Erasmus. Others in- 
terpret in various ways. Olshausen: *‘ Paul 
desires to make known that he finds the zeal 
of the Galatians in itself very praiseworthy, 
and certainly would not damp it; and he 
therefore says, that the being zealous is 
good if it takes place on account of a good 
cause, and is maintained not merely in his 
presence, but also in his absence.’? So 
already Calovius and others. 

2 Bos, Bengel, Knapp, Lachmann, Riick- 
ert, Usteri, Schott, Ewald, Hofmann. 

3 Which therefore is omitted in Chrysos- 
tom and some min. 

4Hom. J. xv. 244; Plat. Legg. x. p. 890 
E; Xen. Mem. i. 3. 18, ii. 1. 26; Soph. O. C. 
323. 1459, 

5 Herod. i. 115; Xen, Anabd. vy. 5. 18, vi. 6. 
12. 
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not correspond with the words. According to Hilgenfeld, that which the 
address is intended to introduce (viz., to move the readers to return) is wholly 
suppressed, and is supposed to be thereby the more strikingly suggested.‘ 
But the affectionate tenor of the wish which follows in ver. 20 harmonizes 
so fully with the tender address in ver. 19, that that hypothesis, which 
Calvin also entertained (‘‘ hic quasi moerore exanimatus in medio sententiae 
tractu deficit,” ‘“‘here as though stupefied by grief, he loses courage right in 
the midst of the delivering of his judgment”), does not seem warranted. 
Nevertheless Buttmann also? assumes an anacoluthon. —rexvia pov] The 
word rexvia, so frequent in John, is not found elsewhere in Paul’s writings. 
But Lachmann and Usteri ought not to have adopted (following B F G &*) 
the reading réxva, since it is just in this passage, where Paul compares him- 
self to a mother in childbirth, that the phrase ‘my Jittle children’ finds a 
more special motive and warrant than in any other passage where he uses 
téxva.*— ob¢] The well-known constructio cata obveow, ‘* construction accord- 
ing to sense.” 4— réAw odivw] whom I once more travail with. Paul repre- 
sents himself, not, as elsewhere (1 Cor. iv. 15 ; Philem. 10), asa father, but 
in the special emotion of his love, as a mother who is in travail, and whose 
labor is not brought to an end (by the actual final birth) until nothing further 
is requisite for the full and mature formation of the rexviov. So long as this 
object is not attained, according to the figurative representation, the ddivery 
still continues.° Bengel remarks very correctly : ‘‘ Loquitur ut res fert, 
nam in partu naturali formatio est ante dolores partus,” ‘‘ He speaks as the 
case demands, for in natural birth formation precedes the pains of birth.” 
The point of comparison is the loving exertion, which perseveres amidst trouble 
and pain in the effort to bring about the new Christian life. This metaphor- 
ical ddiverr had been on the first occasion easy and joyful, ver. 13 ff. 
(although it had not had the full and lasting result ; see afterwards, on 
ayptc ov k.T.A.); but on this second occasion it was severe and painful, and 
on this account the word odivw is chosen (and not tikrw or yevvd), which, 
however, is also appropriate to the earlier act of bearing intimated in réuy, 
since the idea of pains is essential to the conception of a birth, however 
slight and short they may be. The sense, when stripped of figure, is: ‘‘ My 
beloyed disciples ! at whose conversion I am laboring for the secoud time 
with painful and loving exertion, until ye shall have become maturely- 
formed Christians.” This continuous ofc rdAw ddiv is to be conceived as 
begun, so soon as Paul had learned the apostasy of his readers and had com- 
menced to counteract it ; so that his operations during his second visit ® are 
thus also included : hence we cannot’ consider vv. 18, 19 as intimating 


1 Comp. also Reithmayr. 15; Song of Sol. viii. 5; Philo, guod Deus 


2 Neut. Gr. p. 381. 

31 Cor. iy. 14; 2 Cor. vi. 18: comp. also 
{Tims i618 3220im, fi. 

4 Winer, p. 133. 

5 Heinsius, Grotius, Koppe, Riickert, and 
others, erroneously hold that wdivey here 
means to be pregnant, which it never does, 
not even in the LXX., Isa. xxvi. 17 ; Ps. vii. 


immut. p. 3138 B; Plat. Theaet. p. 148 C, 210 
B. On diver with the accusative of the 
person, comp. parturire aliquem, Isa. li. 2; 
Song of Sol. viii. 5; Eur. Zph, A. 1234, 

8 Comp adAnvevwr vucy, ver. 16. 

7 With Fritzsche (.c. p. 244) and Ulrich 
(in the Stud. u. Krit. 1836, p. 459). 
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that Paul had only once visited Galatia. According to Wieseler, réduv odivw 
is intended to express the idea of the raduyyevecia, ‘‘ regeneration,” Tit. iii. 
5; Paul had regenerated his readers already at their conversion, and here 
says that he is still continuously occupied in their regeneration, until they 
should have attained the goal of perfection on the part of the Christian — 
similarity with Christ. This is incorrect, because ré/vv must necessarily 
denote a second act of travail on the part of Pawl. Paul certainly effected 
the regeneration of his readers on occasion of the first édiverv, which is pre- 
supposed by dav ; but because they had relapsed (i. 6, iii. 1, iv. 9f., a 
al.), he must be for the second time in travail with them, and not merely still 
continuously (an idea which is not expressed) their regenerator, so that the 
idea of the rad, the repetition, would be on the part of the readers. The- 
ophylact '! aptly defines the sense of radw ddivo not as that of a continued 
avayévynote, ‘‘ new birth,” but as that of radAcv érépac avayervgceuc, ‘again 
another new birth.” The sense, ‘‘ whose regeneration I am continuing,” 
would have been expressed by Paul in some such form as od¢ ob ratopas 
avayevvov, ‘‘ whom I do not cease to beget anew,” or ob¢ érz kal viv avayevva, 
‘‘whom even now I am begetting anew.” — aypic ob popdwlh Xpioroc év ipiv] 
A shadow is thus thrown on the result of the jist conversion (birth), which 
had undergone so sudden a change (i. 6). The reiterated labor of birth is 
not to cease until, etc. This meaning, and along with it the emphasis of 
the aypic ov x.7.2., has been missed by Hofmann, who, instead of referring 
maAw to odivw only, extends it also to dypic ot k.r.A. In connection with the 
general scope of the passage, however, the stress is on popdof: ‘until 
Christ shall have been formed, shall have attained His due conformation, 
in you,” that is, wntil ye shall have attained to the fully-formed inner life of 
the Christian. For the state of ‘‘ Christ having been formed in man” is by 
no means realized ‘‘ so soon as a man becomes a Christian,” ? but, as clearly ap- 
pears from the notion of the dypic¢ ov, is the goal of development which the 
process of becoming Christian has to reach. When this goal is attained, 
the Christian is he in whom Christ lives (comp. on ii. 20) ; as, for 
instance, on Paul himself the specific form of life of his Master was 
distinctly stamped. So long, therefore, as the Galatians were not yet de- 
veloped and morally shaped into this complete inward frame, they were 
still like to an immature embryo, the internal parts of which have not yet ac- 
quired their normal shape, and which cannot therefore as yet come to the 
birth and so put an end to the dd/vew. In the Christian, Christ is to inhabit 
the heart (Eph. iii. 17) : in him there is to be the voice, ‘‘ mind,” of Christ 
(1 Cor. ii. 16), the rveipa, “ spirit,” of Christ (Rom. viii. 9), the orAdyyva, 
“bowels,” of Christ (Phil. i. 8) ; and the body and its members are to be 
the body and members of Christ (1 Cor. vi. 18,15). All this, which is com- 
prehended in the idea Xpcord¢ év duiv, is in our passage rendered intelligible 
by the representation that Christ is to be formed in us, or to become present 
in the life-form corresponding to His nature. This view is not different in 
reality, although it is so in the mode of representation, from that of spirit- 


1 Comp. Chrysostom. 2 Hofmann. 
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ual transformation after the image of Christ (2 Cor. iii. 18); for, according 
to our passage, Christ Himself is in Christians the subject of the specific de- 
velopment. Bengel, moreover, well remarks: ‘‘ Christus non Paulus, in 
Galatis formandus,”’ ‘‘ Christ; not Paul, is to be formed in the Galatians.””— 
#op¢éw] occurs here only in the N. T.; but see LXX. Isa. xliv. 18 (ed. 
Breit.) ; Symmachus, Ps. xxxiv. 1; Arat. Phaen. 875 ; Lucian, Prom. 3 ; 
Plut. de anim. generat. p. 1018 ; Theophr. ¢. pl. v. 6, 7.7 

Ver. 20. As to the connection of thought of the dé with ver. 18, see on 
ver. 18. —70cAov] namely, if the thing were possible.?— dpr:] just now, 
presently (see on i. 9), has the emphasis. — aAAdéar tHv dwvAv pov] The em- 
phasis is on aaAd&av. But in harmony with the context (see vv. 16, 18, and 
the foregoing dprv), this changing can only refer to the second visit of the 
apostle to the Galatians, not to the language now employed in his letter, as 
many expositors think.* Erroneously, therefore—and how sharply in oppo- 
sition to the previous affectionate address !— Ambrosius, Pelagius, Wet- 
stein, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Baumgarten-Crusius, take the 
sense to be: to assume a stern language of reproof. Wofmann also erro- 
neously holds that Paul means the (in oral expression) more chastened tone of 
a didactic statement—aiming at the bringing the readers back from their 
error—after the strongly excited style in which, since the word @avudto in 
i. 6, he had urged his readers, as one who had already been almost deprived 
of the fruit of his labors. As if Paul had not previously, and especially 
from ili. 6 to iv. 7, written didactically enough ; and as if he had not also 
in the sequel (see immediately, ver. 21, and chap. v. and vi. down to the 
abrupt dismissal at the end) urged his readers with excitement enough ! 
The supposition, however, which Hofmann entertains, that Paul has hitherto 
been answering a letter of the Galatians, and has just at this point come 
to the end of it, is nothing but a groundless hypothesis, for there is no trace 
of such a letter to be found in the epistle. No; when Paul was for the 
second time in Galatia, he had spoken sharply and sternly, and this had 
made his readers suspect him, as if he had become their enemy (ver. 16) : 
hence he wishes to be now with them, and fo speak to them with a voice differ- 
ent from what he had then used, that is, to speak to them in a soft and gentle 
tone. By this, of course, he means not any deviation in the substance of 
his teaching from the aA76ebecv (ver. 16), but a manner of language betoken- 
ing tender, mother-like love. A wish of self-denying affection, which is 


loqui vellet,’’ ‘‘ He writes mildly ; but he 
would wish to speak still more mildly.” 


1 See also Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 345. 
2 Comp. Rom. ix. 3; Acts xxv.2%. See 


Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 235 ; Kiihner, 
II. p. 68; Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 245. 

30 also Zachariae (who is followed by 
Flatt) : ‘‘to lay aside my present mournful 
language, and to adopt that of tenderness 
and contentment.” In this case Paul must 
have used dSvvac8at ; for unless his readers 
had improved in their conduct, it would 
have been inpossible for him to speak con- 
tentedly. Bengel, in opposition to the idea 
of aAAdéac; “‘ molliter scribit, sed mollius 


Jerome explained the passage as referring 
to the exchange of the vow epistolica, ** epis- 
tolic utterance,” for the vivus sermo, ‘* liv- 
ing speech,” of actual presence, which 
might have more effect in bringing them 
back ad veritatem, ‘‘to the truth.” 

4Not exactly weeping, as Chrysostom 
thinks: movjoar kai Saxpva kai mavta eis 
Spdvov émuoracacan, ‘to shed tears, and to 
turn all things to lamentation.” 
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ready and willing, in the service of the cause and for the salvation of the 
persons concerned, to change form and tone, although retaining gwvav 
pevdéwr ayvootdy, ‘a voice unexperienced in falsehoods,” ’ The latter was 
a matter of course in the case of a Paul, willingly though he became al] 
things to all men ; comp. on 1 Cor. ix. 22. Many other expositors” under- 
stand it as : to speak according to the circumstances of each case, with tenderness 
and affection to one, with severity and censure to another, Comp. Corn. & 
Lapide : ‘‘ut scilicet quasi mater nunc blandirer, nunc gemerem, nunc ob- 
secrarem, nunc objurgarem vos,” ‘‘namely, that, as a mother now I might 
caress, now sigh over, now beseech and now chide you.” But this cannot. be 
expressed by the mere aAAaza 7. ¢., which without addition means nothing 
more than to change the voice,* that is, to assume another voice, to let 
oneself be heard otherwise, not differently.* Paul must have added either 
a more precise definition, such as ei¢ roAAove tpdrovc, ele popod¢g mAéiovac, 
‘‘into many ways, various forms,”® or at least some such expression 
as mpoc tHv ypeiav (Acts xxviii. 10), mpdc 1d ovudépov (1 Cor. xii. 7), 
mpoco didKpiowy Kahovd te kat xaxov (Heb. v. 14). Fritzsche incorrectly in- 
terprets it : to adopt some other voice, so that ye may believe that ye are 
listening to some other teacher, and not to the hated Paul. What a strange, 
unseemly idea, not at all in keeping with the thoughtful manner of 
the apostle ! According to Wieseler, the sense intended is : to exchange my 
speaking with you ; that is, to enter into mutual discourse with you, in order 
most surely to learn and to obviate your counter-arguments. But in this 
view ‘‘with you” is a pure interpolation, although it would be essentially 
requisite to the definition of the sense; and aAAdocewv Adyove, to say nothing of 
adn. dwuvgv, is never so used. What Wieseler means is expressed by ayeiBecbat 
twa Adyouc, ‘* to answer one in words,” ® mpoodiaréyecbai tii, *‘ to answer one in 
conversation,” ’ ovgyreiv revi, OY mpdc Twa, ‘‘ to dispute with one,” ® Adyoue avru- 
Badrdrew mpdc, ‘to have communication with,” ° dovvai re kal arodéEacba Adyor, 
‘to give and to receive an account” (Plat. Rep. p. 531 E). — ére aropotpat 
év juiv] justifies the wish of aAAdEa tHv dov. wov. The usual interpretation is 
the correct one: Tam perplexed about you; év iuiv is to be taken as in 
the phrase fappo év tiv, ‘‘I have confidence in you,” 2 Cor. vii. 16, so that 
the perplexity is conceived as inherent in the readers, dependent on their 
condition as its cause (comp. also i. 24). The perplexity consists in this, 
that he at the time knows no certain ways and means by which he shall 
effect their re-conversion (ver. 19); and this instils the wish (67:) that he 
could now be present with them, and, in place of the severe tone which at 
the preceding visit had had no good effect (ver. 16), could try the experi- 


1 Pind. Ol. vi. 112. lix. p. 575, in Wetstein. Comp. Rom. i. 23 ; 
2 As Theodoret, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Wisd. iv. 11, xii. 10; frequently in the 
Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, TeXeXe 


Koppe, Borger, Winer, Matthies, Schott, 5 Lucian, Vit. Auct. 5. 
de Wette: 6 Hom. Od. iii. 148, et al. 
3 Comp. adAdAdrrevv xwpav, Plat. Parm. p. 139 7 Plat. Theaet. p. 161 B. 
A; etSos, Eur. Bacch. 53; xpaya, Bur. Phoen. § Acts vi. 9; Luke xxii. 23. 
1252 ; oroAds, Gen. xxxv. 2. ® Luke xxiv, 17, 


4 See Artem. ii. 20, iv. 56; Dio Chrysostom, 


ia 
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ment of an altered and milder tone. The form aropotua is, moreover,! to be 
taken passively (as a middle form with a passive signification), so that the 
state of the aropeiv is conceived of as produced on the subject, passively.? 
Fritzsche, J.c. p. 257, holds the sense to be : ‘‘ Nam haeretis, quo me loco ha- 
beatis, nam sum vobis suspectus,” ‘For ye are embarrassed in what place to 
have me, since I am suspected of you.” Thus év buiv would be among you, and 
aropovua : Iam an object of perplexity, according to the well-known Greek 
use of the personal passive of intransitive verbs.? But the sense : ‘sum 
vobis suspectus” is interpolated, and there is no ground for deviating from 
the use of aropodua throughout the N.T.;* as, indeed, the idea ‘‘swm vobis 
suspectus,” ‘‘T am suspected of you, ” cannot give any suitable motive for 
the wish of the aaAdEa ryv dovgv, unless we adopt Fritzsche’s erroneous 
interpretation of a2Adfa. To disconnect ® év iviv from aropovua, and attach 
it to aAAdg. r. dwvgAv ov, would yield an addition entirely superfluous after 
mapeivar Tpd¢ buac, and leave dropovua: without any more precise definition of 
its bearing. And the proposal to attach 67 arop. év tyiv as protasis to the 
following Aéyeré wor ® would have the effect of giving to the 24. wor, which 
stands forth sternly and peremptorily, an enfeebling background. 

Vv. 21-30. Now, at the conclusion of the theoretical portion of his epistle, 
Paul adds a quite peculiar antinomistic disquisition,—a learned Rabbinico-al- 
legorical argument derived from the law itself,—calculated to annihilate the in- 
fluence of the pseudo-apostles with their own weapons, and to root them 
out on their own ground. 

Ver. 21, without any connecting link, leads most energetically’ at once in 
mediam rem. On the Aéyeré wor, So earnestly intensifying the question, comp. 
Bergler, ad Aristoph. Acharn. 318. —oi ixd véuov x«.7.A.] Ye who wish to be 
under the law. This refers to the Judaistically inclined readers, who, partly 
Gentiles and partly Jewish Christians, led astray by the false teachers (i. 7), 
supposed that in faith they had not enough for salvation, and desired to be 
subject to the law (ver. 9), towards which they had already made a con- 
siderable beginning (ver. 10). — rov véuov obk axovere ;] Hear ye not the law ? 
Is it not read in your hearing? °® The public reading of the venerated divine 
Scriptures of the law and the prophets, after the manner of the synagogues,” 
took place in the assemblies for worship of the Christian churches both of 
Jewish and of Gentile origin: they contained, in fact, the revelation of 
God, of which Christianity is the fulfilment, and an acquaintance with them 
was justly considered as a source of the Christian knowledge of salvation ; 


1 Comp. dmopydeis, Dem. 830. 2, and amo- 7 déyeré wou: “urget quasi praesens,”’ ‘he 
pndjoerar, Ecclus. xviii. 7. urges as though present,’ Bengel. 
2 Schoemann, ad Isaeum, p. 192. 8 Chrysostom aptly remarks : xadds eirev* 


3 Bernhardy, p. 341 ; Kitihner, II. p. 34 f. oi SéAovTEs, OV yap THS TOY MpayudTwY aKoAOU- 
Comp. Xen. de rep. Lac. xiii. 7: Gate tHv — Sias, GAA Tis Exel(vwv akaipov Pidoverkias TO 
Seopévwv ylyveodar ovdév amopettar, Plat. moayua Hv, ‘Well does he say: ye who 


Soph. p. 243 B, Legg. vii. p. 799 C. wish, for the subject was not of the suc- 
42 Cor. iv. 8; Luke xxiv. 4; Acts xxv. cession of things, but of their unseasonable 
20; John xiii. 22. contentiousness.”’ 
5 With Hofmann. ® Comp. John xii. 34 ; 2 Cor. iii. 14. 


6 Matthias, 10 Rom, ii. 15 ; Acts xv. 21; Luke iv. 16. 
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for its articles of faith (1 Cor. xv. 3 f.) and rules of life (Rom. xiii. 8-10, xv. 
4) were to be xara rac ypagdc, ‘‘ according to the Scriptures.” Now the hear- 
ing of the law must necessarily have taught the Galatians how much they 
were in error. [See Note LXIV., p. 215.] Hence this question, expressive 
of astonishment,’ which is all the stronger and consequently all the more 
appropriate, the more simply we allow dxotere to retain its primary literal 
signification. Hence we must neither explain it? as audisse, .€., nosse, notwm 
habere, ‘‘to have heard, i.e., to know, to be acquainted with ;”* nor, with 
Jerome and many others, including Morus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Borger, 
Flatt, Schott, Olshausen, as to wnderstand,* which Paul conceives as the hear- 
ing of the rveiva speaking behind the ypaupa ;° nor, with Erasmus, de Wette, 
Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann, as dkotevv rivoc, to give attention, that is, to bestow 
moral consideration.*—véuo¢ is used here in a twofold sense :’ it means, in 
the first place, the institute of thelaw ; and secondly, the Pentateuch, accord- 
ing to the division of the Old Test. into Law, Prophets, and Hagiographa.° 
The repetition of the word gives emphasis. 

Ver. 22. Tép] now gives the explanation of and warrant for that question, 
by citing the history, narrated in the law, of Ishmael and Isaac, the two sons 
of the ancestor of the theocratic people.*° —ék rye radicxnc] by the (well- 
known) bondswoman, Hagar.” As to the word itself (which might also de- 
note a free maiden), see Wetstein, I. p. 526 f. ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 259 f. 
— ék tHe éhevd.| Sarah. 

Ver. 23 presents the relation of diversity between the two, in contrast to 
the previously mentioned relation of similarity, according to which they 
both were sons of Abraham. — xara odpxa| according to the flesh, so that the 
birth was the result of a natural carnal intercourse. Differently in Rom. i. 
3, ix. 5. — yeyévvnras| is born; the perfect realizes the historically existing 
relation as present. — dia rio émayyediac| through the (well-known) promise, 
Gen. xvii. 16, 19, xvili. 10; Rom. ix. 9. This must not, however, be ra- 
tionalized (with Grotius, Rosenmiiller, and others) into ‘‘per eam vim ex- 
traordinariam, quam Deus promiserat,” ‘‘by that extraordinary power 
which God had promised,” which does violence to the history in Gen- 
esis, as above ; nor, with Hofmann, to the effect that the promise, with 
which Abraham had been called, was realized in the procreation itself ; 
but it is to be definitely explained in accordance with the tenor of the words 
and with Gen. xxi. 1: ‘‘by virtue of the promise he is born,” so that in his 
procreation (Matt. i. 2 ; Luke iii. 34) the divine promise made to his parents, 


1 Hofmann (comp. also his Schriftbew. II. 3 See Heind. ad Plat. Gorg. p. 503 C ; Ast, 
2, p. 57) deals with our passage in an un- ad Plat. Legg. i. p.9; Spohn, Lectt. Theoer. 
warrantable and intolerably violent man- i. p. 25. 


ner by writing ot (as relative), but makes 4 Comp. on 1 Cor. xiv. 2. 

the summons (¢ell me, ye who, wishing to be 5So Holsten, z. Huang. d. Paul. u. Petr. 
under the law, do not hear the law) to be only __p. 382. 

prepared for by ver. 22 ff., and that which § Rather, to have an ear for, as 1 Cor. xiv. 
Paul had in view in the Aéyeré woe of ver. 21 2; Matt. x. 14; John viii. 47. 

to follow at length in ver. 30. The address 7 Comp. Rom. iii. 19. 

runs on simply and appropriately, and af- 8 See on Luke xxiv. 44. 

fords no occasion for any such intricacy. ® See Gen. xvi. 15 f., xxi. 2 f. 


2 With Winer; comp. Matthies. 10 See Gen. xvi. 3. 
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which had assured them of the birth of a son, was the procuring cause of 
the result, which would not have occurred without such an operation of the 
power of the divine promise (Gen, xviii. 14), seeing that the two parents 
were in themselves incapable of the procreation of Isaac ; for Sarah was 
barren, and both were already too old (Gen. xviii. 11 ; Rom. iv. 19).? 

Ver. 24. “Arwa] quippe quae, quae quidem, ‘‘ Surely which things, or which 
things indeed,” taking up the recorded facts under the point of view of a 
special quality. —éorw adAnyopobueva] are of allegorical import. The word 
adAnyopeiv, not occurring elsewhere in the N. T., means dAdo ayopeterv, so to 
speak (to set forth, to relate), that another sense is expressed than the words 
convey ; which further meaning lies concealed behind the immediate meaning 
of what issaid.? In the passive. to have an allegorical meaning,* Schol. Soph. 
Aj. 186 ; Porph. Pyth. p. 185 ; Philo, de Cherub. I. p. 148 ; and see gener- 
ally, Wetstein.* The understanding of the O. T. history in an allegoric 
sense was, as is well known, extremely prevalent among the later Jews.°® 
But on account of the Rabbinical training in which Paul had been brought 
up,® and on account of his truthful character, nothing else can be assumed 
than that he himself was convinced that what he related contained, in addi- 
tion to its historical sense, the allegorical import set forth by him ; so that 
he did not intend to give a mere argumentum kar’ dvOpwrov, ‘ad hominem,” 
but ascribed to his allegory the cogency of objective proof. [See Note LXV., 
p. 215.] Hence he has raised it into the keystone of his whole antinomistic 
reasoning, and has so earnestly introduced (ver. 21) and carried it out, that 
we cannot hold (with Schott) that it was intended to be an argumentum 
secundarium, quod insuper accederet, ‘‘a secondary argument to be added 
besides.” But in the view of a faith not associated with Rabbinical train- 
ing, the argument wholly falls to the ground as areal proof (Luther says 
that it is ‘‘too weak to stand the test”) ;7 while the thing proved is none the 


1 Comp. Chrysostom. 

2 Hesychius: adAdAnyopia aAAo Te mapa TO 
axovépevay Urosecxvvavea, ‘‘ An allegory indi- 
cating something else than what is heard.” 
Comp. Quinctil. viii. 6; see Plut. Mor. p. 3638 
D, Athen. ii. p. 69 C; Philo, de migr. Abr. 
p. 420 B; Joseph Antt. prooem. 4 

3 Not: to be the object of allegorical con- 
ception (Hofmann). The allegorical sense 
is d priori contained and given in the facts 
which stand recorded ; they have, contained 
in them, the allegorical import which is only 
exhibited by the explanation. If éorw adAny. 
were to be taken, not in the sense of being 
expressed, but in that of being conceived as 
such, which is certainly found in Plutarch, 
Synesius, and elsewhere, Paul must have 
written addAnyopetrar, or the verbal adjective 
aAAnyopntéos. Moreover, «AAnyopery is relat- 
ed to aivitresOa. as species to genus; but 
Hofmann arbitrarily asserts that the latter 
requires for its interpretation wit, the for- 
mer understanding. Aivitreodo. includes 


every obscure or veiled discourse (Herod. v. 
56; Plat. Rep. p. 332 B, and frequently; 
Soph. Aj. 1187; Eur. Jon. 480; Lucian, V. H. 
i. 2), whether it be in an allegorical form or 
not, and whether it require wit or not. 

4In the older Greek, allegory was termed 
vmévoua (see Plut. de aud. poet. p. 19 B), 
Plato, de Rep. p. 378 D; Xen. Symp. 3. 6; 
Ruhnk. ad Tim. p. 200 f.). 

5 Synops. Sohar. p. 25.1: “ Quicunque di- 
cit narrationes legis alium non habere 
sensum, quam illius tantum historiae, istius 
crepet spiritus,” ‘‘ Whoever says that the 
narratives of the law have no other sense, 
than only of that history, let his spirit 
prate.’”’ See generally, Dépke, Hermeneut. } 
I. p. 104 ff.; Gfrérer, Gesch. d. Urchristenth. 
1. i. p. 68 ff. 

® Comp. Tholuck in the Stud. u. Krit. 1835, 
p. 369 ff.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 295 f. 

7 We must be on our guard against con-, 
founding the idea of the allegory with that 
of the type (1 Cor. x. 6, 11; Rom. y. 14; 
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less established independent of the allegory, and is merely illustrated by it. 
‘Nothing can be more preposterous than the endeavors of interpreters to 
vindicate the argument of the apostle as one objectively true.” ’— avraz] 
namely, Hagar and Sarah ; for see afterwards 7ric éoriv "Ayap. Hence not 
equivalent to ravra, sc. ra GAAnyopobueva, ‘The things allegorized,”’ as is 
assumed, in order not to admit here an eivas onuavtixdy. — eior] namely, alle- 
gorically, and so far = signify.’ — dbo d:abjxar| two covenants, not: institutions, 
declarations of will,* or generally ‘‘ arrangements connected with the history 
of salvation” (Hofmann), any more than in iii. 15. The characteristic of 
a covenant, that there must be two parties, existed actually in the case of 
the dvatyjxac (God and the men, who were subject to the law,—God and the 
men, who believe in Christ).° — pia pév ard dpove Suva] One proceeding from 
Mount Sinai, which was instituted on Mount Sinai, and therefore issues 
from it. Instead of aré, the mere genitive might have been used,° but the 
former is more definite and descriptive. The yév is without any correspond- 
ing dé,’ for in none of the cases where dé subsequently occurs is it correlative 


to this pév. 


comp. Heb. ix. 24; 1 Pet. iii. 21), as Calvin 
and many others have done: “a familia 
Abrahae similitudo ducitur ad ecclesiam ; 
quemadmodum enim Abrahae domus tunc 
fuit vera ecclesia, ita minime dubium est, 
quin praecipui et prae aliis memorabiles 
eventus, qui in ea nobis contigerunt, nobis 
totidem sint typi,” ‘‘From Abraham’s 
family the comparison is applied to the 
church ; for as the household of Abraham 
was then the true church, so there is no 
doubt that the events that are chief and 
notable above others which have happened 
to usin it are types to us.” Also Tholuck 
(d. A.T.im N.T. p. 39, ed. 6) and Wieseler 
understand aAdAnyopovmeva as equivalent to 
Tumikas Acyoueva. Buteven Philo, de opif. m. 
I. p. 38. 10, puts the type not as equivalent, 
but only as similar to the allegory; and 
Josephus, Antt. prooem. 4, speaks of Moses 
. as speaking ina partly allegorical sense, 
without intimating that he intended his- 
torical types. The allegory and the type 
are contrasted on the one hand with that 
which is only mAdcpata pvdwv, ‘ figments 
of myths,’? and on the other hand with 
that which is said ¢& evdetas (directly, 
expressly). But neither does a type ne- 
cessarily rest on allegorical interpreta- 
tion, nor does the allegory necessarily pre- 
suppose that what is so interpreted is a 
type; the two may be independent one 
of the other. Thus, ¢.g., the allegory of 
the name of Hagar, in Philo, Alleg. II. 
p. 135. 29, is anything but typology. See 
the passages themselves in Wetstein. At 
any rate, the allegory has a much freer 
scope, and may be handled very differently 


In point of fact the contrast anticipated in pia pév certainly 


by different people ; ‘‘ potest alius aliud et 
argutius fingere et veri cum similitudine 
suspicari, potest aliud tertius, potest aliud 
quartus, atque ut se tulerint ingeniorum 
opinantium qualitates, ita singulae res 
possunt infinitis interpretationibus expli- 
cari,” ‘“‘one can represent more skilfully 
one thing, and another, another, and re- 
gard it as a figure of the truth. A third, 
another; a fourth, another; and as the 
qualities of the mind’s thinking are dis- 
posed, so each subject can be explained 
with infinite interpretations,’ Arnobius. 
The type is a real divine preformation of a 
N. T. fact in the O. T. history. Comp. on 


* Rom. v. 14; also Tholuck, /.c. p. 47 ff. But 


one fact signifies another allegorically, when 
the ideal character of the latter is shown 
as figuratively presenting itself in the 
former; in which case the significant 
fact needs not to be derived from the 
O. T., and the interpretations may be very 
various. Comp. Kleinschmidt in the Meck- 
lend. theol. Zeitschr. 1861, p. 859. Matthias, 
in the interpretation of our passage, abides 
by the wider idea of “‘jfigure;” but this 
does not satisfy the strict idea of the alle- 
gorical, so far as this is the expression of an 
inner, deeper significance,—of an érépws 
voovmevov. 

1 Baur, Paulus, Il. p. 312, ed. 2. 

2 Calovius and others. 

3 Comp. Matt. xiii. 20, 88, e¢ al. 

4 Usteri. 

5 Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 25. 

§ Bernhardy, p. 223. 

7 Kihner, IT. p. 480, 
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follows in ver. 26, but not in conjunction with péy ; see what is said on 
ver. 26. — ic dovdciav yevvdca] bringing forth unto bondage, that is, placing 
those who belong to this covenant, by means of their so belonging, in a 
state of bondage, namely, through subjection to the Mosaic law.’ The notion 
of a mother has caused the retention of the jigurative expression yevvica. — 
ric gotiv *“Ayap| Frec, guippe quae, ‘‘which indeed,” is neither predicate ” 
nor attributive definition,* as if it were written ’Ayap oica, ‘‘ being Hagar ;” 
but it is the swhject, just as dreva and aira, and also #ric in ver. 26. The 
name, not as yet expressed, is now emphatically added. The Sinaitic cove- 
nant is that which Hagar is in the history referred to—is allegorically iden- 
tical with Hagar. 

Ver. 25. The #ric éoriy "Ayap, just said, has now a reason assigned for it, 
Srom the identity of the name ‘‘ Hagar” with that of Mount Sinai. od yap 
“Ayap . . . ’ApaBia, however, is not to be placed in a parenthesis, because 
neither in the construction nor in a logical point of view does any inter- 
ruption occur ; but with ovoro.yei dé a new sentence is to be commenced. 
‘* This covenant is the Hagar of that allegorical history—a fact which is con- 
Jirmed by the similarity of the name of this woman with the Arabian designation 
of Mount Sinai. Not of a different nature, however,—to indicate now the cor- 
responding relation, according to which no characteristic diss¢milarity may ex- 
ist between this woman and the community belonging to the Sinaitic covenant, 
because otherwise that 7ri¢ éoriv *"Ayap would be destitute of inner truth— 
not of a different nature, however, but of a similar nature is Hagar with the 
present Jerusalem, that is, with the Jewish state; because the latter 1s, as 
Hagar once was, in slavery together with those who belong to it.” This para- 
phrase at the same time shows what ¢dmnportance belongs to the position of 
ovotoryet at the head of the sentence. — 716 yap "Ayap Lwa dpoc tote év T. 
’"AoaB.| That the name Hagar* accorded with the Arabic name of Sinai, 
could not but be a fact welcome to the allegorizing Paul in support of his 
ric éorly *“Ayap.°-—He now writes Yuva dpoc, and not dpoc Svva as in ver. 24, be- 
cause *Ayap and 3vv4 are intended to stand in juxtaposition on account of the 


srr 
coincidence of the two names. In Arabic vie means lapis, ‘‘a stone ;” 


and although no further ancient evidence is preserved that the Arabs called 
Sinai car’ é&oy4v, ‘* pre-eminently,” the stone,® yet Chrysostom in his day says 
that in their native tongue the name Sinai was thus interpreted ; and in- 
deed Biisching ’ quotes the testimony of Harant the traveller,* that the Arabs 
still give the name Hadschar to Mount Sinai,—a statement not supported 


1 See ver. 1 ff. 

2 Bengel. 

3 As that dvadjxn, which Hagar is; so Hof- 
mann. 

479 "Ayap denotes this; see Eph. iv. 9; 
Kiihner, II. p. 137. 

5 Comp. John ix. 6. 

6 We may. add that = occurs else- 


where as a geographical proper name in 
Arabia Petraea. Thus the Chald. Paraphr. 


always gives the name JN to the wil- 
derness called in the Hebr.}¥ As to the 


town a » which is, however, to be pro- 


nounced Hidschr and not Hadschr, and, on 
account of its too remote site, cannot come 
into consideration here (in opposition to 
Grotius and others), see Ewald, p. 493 f., 
and Jahrb. VIII. p. 290. 

7 Erdbeschr. V. p. 535. 

8 [Who in 1598 was at Sinai, Sieffert.] 


204. THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 
by the evidence of any other travellers. Perhaps it was (and is) merely a 
provincial name current in the vicinity of the mountain, easily explained 
from the granitic nature of the peaks,’ with which also the probable sig- 
nification of the Hebrew °3°D, the pointed,’ harmonizes,* and which became 
known to the apostle, if not through some other channel previously, by 


means of his sojourn in Arabia (i. 17).4 It is true that the name of Hagar (1477) 
does not properly correspond with the word ,= (14M), but with ss fugit, 


“¢ flees ;” but the allegorizing interpretation of names is too little bound to 
literal strictness not to find the very similarity of the word and the sub- 
stantial resemblance of sound enough for its purpose, of which we have 
still stronger and bolder examples in Matt. ii. 23, John ix. 6. Beza, Cal- 
vin, Castalio, Estius, Wolf, and others, interpret, ‘‘for Hagar is a type of 
Mount Sinai in Arabia ;”° but against this view the neuter rd “Ayap is decisive. 
[See Note LXVI., p. 215 seq.] — év ’Apafia] not in Arabia situm, ‘situated 
in Arabia” *—for how idle would be this topographical remark” in the 
case of a mountain so universally known !—nor equivalent to apafcori, so 
that ’ApaB. would be an adjective and d:adéxtp would have to be supplied ;° 
but : in Arabia the name Hagar signifies the Mount Stinai.° So Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Luther (‘‘for Agar means in Arabia the Mount Sinai’), 
Morus, Koppe, Reiche, Reithmayr, and others. —ovoroyei] The sulyect is, as 
Theodore of Mopsuestia rightly has it, Hagar, not Mount Sinai °—a view 
which runs entirely counter to the context, according to which the two 
women are the subjects of the allegorical interpretation, while 7d yap *Ayap ~ 


1 Robinson, I. p. 170 f. 

2 See Knobel on Hx. p. 190. 

3 Asto the mineralogical beauty of the 
mountain, see Fraas, Aus ad. Orient geolog. 
Beobacht. 1867. 

4 Comp. also Ewald, p. 495 ; Reiche, p. 63. 

5 At the same time Calvin and others re- 
mark on év ’ApaBia : “hoc est extra limites 
terra sanctae, quae Symbolum est aeternae 
haereditatis,” ‘‘ This is outside the limits 
of the Holy Land, whichis the symbol of 
the eternal inheritance.’ Thisreference is 
also discovered by Wieseler, who, with 
Lachmann, reads only ro y. Suwa dpos éoriv 
év t."ApaB., “for the Sinai mountain lies 
beyond the Holy Land, and indeed in Arabia, 
where also the alien Hagar is at home.’ In 
his view, Paul meant to say that, through 
their alien nature, the Sinaitic dcadjnn and 
Hagar showed themselves to answer to 
each other, —namely, as intervenient ele- 
ments in the history of salvation. But this 
Paul has not said; the substance of it 
would have to be read between the lines. 
How very natural it would have been for 
him at least to have written, instead of or 
in addition to év r.’ApaB., é&w (or paxpayv dd) 
THs yns Xavadv, in order thus at least to give 
some intimation that the alien character was 
the point/ This also applies against the 
view of Hofmann (comp. also his Schrift- 


bew. II. 2, p. 70 f.), who likewise follows the 
reading, omitting “Ayap, and agrees in sub- 
stance with Wieseler’s explanation, taking 
Mount Sinai as contrast to Sion, and Arabia 
as contrast to the land of promise. Comp. 
also, in opposition to this exposition, which 
imports elements wholly gratuitous,Ewald, 
Jahrb. X. p. 239. 

® Schott and older expositors. 

7 Which is not (with Bengel) to be brought 
into an antithetical relation to cvatocyxet 
8€ (the Mount Sinai is indeed situated in Ara- 
bia, but corresponds, etc.), as if it were ac- 
companied by a pvév (and with the adop- 
tion of Lachmann’s reading); for in this 
case the allegorical signification of the 
Hagar would not be based on any ground. 

8 Matthias. 

® Observe that the apostle does not at all 
wish to say that Hagar is in the Arabie lan- 
guage generally the name of Sinai; but, on 
the contrary, by év r7 ’ApaBia he character- 
izes that name as a name used in the country, 
provincial. Hofmann unjustly finds in the 
words according to our reading ‘ absurd- 
ity.” 

10 Vulgate, Jerome, Ambrose, Chrysos- 
tom, and his followers, Thomas, Erasmus, 
Luther, Calvin, Estius, Wolf, Bengel, and 
others; also Hofmann now. 
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Zuva dpoc éorw év tH ’ApaZ. was merely a collateral remark by way of con- 
firmation. Incorrectly also Studer and Usteri, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius,' Windischmann, Reithmayr, hold that the subject is still uia pév. 
‘fone from Mount Sinai,” the Sinaitic constitution. In this 
way there would be brought out no comparison at all between the subject 
of ovororyei and the present Jerusalem ; and yet such, according to the sig- 
nification of cvorovyeiv (see afterwards), there must necessarily be, so that in 
dovaever yap k.t.A. lies the tertiwm comparationis, ‘third object of compar- 
ison.” The Sinaitic dadjxn is not of a similar nature with the present Jeru- 
salem, but is itself the constitution of it ; on that very account, however, 
according to the allegorical comparison Hagar corresponds to the present 
Jerusalem. ovoroyeiv means to stand in the same row, that is, here, to 
stand in the same category,* to be of the same nature and species, cboto.yov 
elvat.4 Consequently : Hagar belongs to the same category with the present 
Jerusalem, is of a like nature with it,? hasin common with it the same 
characteristic relation, in so far namely that, as agar was a bondwoman, 
the present Jerusalem with its children is also in bondage.* Thus cvor. ex- 
presses the correspondence. But it is incorrect to take it as : she confronts as 
parallel.’ This must have been expressed by dvtiorovyei.2 Many of those 
who regard Sinai as the subject (see above) interpret : ‘‘ 2t extends as far as 
Jerusalem.” This would have to be more exactly defined with Genebrardus, 
ad Ps, cxxxiii. 3, following out the literal meaning of the word ovoroyei : 
““nerpetuo dorso sese versus Stonis montes exporrigit,” ‘it extends in an un- 
broken ridge to the mountains of Zion.” But even granting the geograph- 
ical reality of the description, and setting aside the fact that Sinai is not 
the subject, Paul must have named, instead of rH viv ‘Iepove., Mount Zion. 
Hofmann, in reference to the position of Sinai in Arabia and of Jerusalem 
in the land of promise, interprets the expression locally indeed, but as in- 
dicative of the non-local relation, that the present Jerusalem belongs to the 
same category with the mountain although Arabian, which has it side by 
side on the same line in the order of the history of salvation. An artificial 
consequence of the geographical contrast introduced as regards év ’Apaf., as 
well as of the erroneous assumption that Mount Sinai is the subject. At 
the same time a turn is given to the interpretation, as if Paul had written 
ovotolyel O& avTO 7 Viv ‘Iepove. —TH viv "Iepovoadgu] does not stand in contrast 
to the former Salem, but in Paul’s view means the present Jerusalem 


ard bpovg Luva, 


1 Also Hofmann formerly. 

2 See Polyb. x. 21.7, and Wetstein. 

3 gvatorxia, Aristot. Metaph. i. 5, pp. 986, 
1004. 

4 Theophr. c. pl. vi. 4. 2; Arist. Meteor.i. 3 ; 
Lucian, g. hist. conscr. 43. 

5 Comp. Polyb. xiii. 8.1: 6uova kai cvororxa, 

6 See below. 

7 Rickert, Winer. Comp. also Wieseler: 
“corresponds toit; not, however, ata dike, 
but at a different stage,’’ whereby the idea 
of a type is expressed. This view is not to 
be supported by Polyb. x. 21. 7, where 


ovuyourtas Kal cvoToLXovYTas Suamévery MEANS 
to remain in rank and file (‘‘ servare ordines 
secundum mapaotartas et émuBartas,’’ Schweig- 
hiuser), so that as well the ov¢vyovrtes as 
the cvorotxovvres always form one row with 
one another. 

8 Xen. Symp. 2. 20, Anab. v. 4. 12; comp. 
avriotouxos, Hur. Andr. 746, and avriorotxia, 
Plut. Mor. p. 474 A. 

® Vulgate, Jerome, Ambrose, Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Wolf, and 
others, 

10 Hrasmus, Michaelis. 
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belonging to the pre-Messianic period, as opposed to 7 avu ‘Iepovo. (ver. 26), 
which after the rapovoia will take its place. See on ver. 26. Moreover, 
the present Jerusalem and its children’ represcnt the Israelitic common- 
wealth and its members.? — dovaever yap x.7.A.| namely, to the Mosaic law. 
The bondage to Rome?* is not, according to the context, referred to either 
alone‘ or jointly.© The subject is 7 viv ‘Iepove., and not *Ayap.° “Looking 
at the usage both of classical authors and the N. T., there is nothing sur- 
prising in the change of subject.’_ Lachmann (also Ewald) has incorrectly 
placed the words dovieber . . . airg¢ in a parenthesis. 


Note.—If the reading of Bengel and Lachmann, 10 y. Siva époc éoriv év Tr. ’Apaf., 
be adopted, the interpretation would simply be: ‘for the Sinai-Mount is in 
Arabia ;” so that év 77’ Apa. would serve to support the allegorical relation of 
Hagar to Sinai, seeing that Hagar also was in Arabia and the ancestress of the 
Arabians. This certainly forms a ground of support much too vague, and not 
befitting the dialectic acuteness of the apostle. In the case of the Receptu also, 
év tT ApaB., taken as a geographical notice, is so superfluous and aimless, that 
Schott’s uncritical conjecture, treating the words 70 y. “Ay. 6p. B. &. év tT. “Apa. 
as a double gloss, is not surprising. Bentley, who is followed by Mill, Proleg. 
§ 1306, even wished to retain nothing of the passage but 10 dé "Ayap ovoto.yel TH 
vov ‘Tepovo. «.7.A. Against the interpretation of év 77 Apa. by Wieseler and 
Hofmann, see above. 


Ver. 26. But altogether different from the position of the present Jerusa- 
lem is that of the upper Jerusalem, which is free; and this upper Jerusalem 
is our mother. — dé] places the dvw ‘Iepove. in contrast with the previous rj 
vov ‘Iepove. The pia pév of ver. 24 has been left, in consequence of the 
digression occasioned by the remarks made in ver. 25, without any correla- 
tive to follow it (such as 7 dé érépa), —an omission which is quite in harmony 
with the rapid movement of Pauline thought.* He leaves it to the reader 
to form for himself the second part of the allegorical interpretation after the 
similarity of the first, and only adduces so much of it as is directly suggested 
by the contrast of the just characterized rj viv ‘Iepovc. He leaves it, there- 
fore, to the reader to supply the following thought : ‘‘ But the other cove- 
nant, which is allegorically represented in this history, is the covenant insti- 
tuted by Christ, which brings forth to freedom : this is Sarah, who is of the 
same nature with the upper Jerusalem ; for the latter is, as Sarah was, free 
with its children, and to this upper Jerusalem we Christians as children 
belong.” — 7 dé avo ‘Tepovoadfu)| is neither the ancient Jerusalem, the Salem 
of Melchizedek,* nor Mount Zion, which is called in Josephus 7 ave réAcc,!° as 
among the Greeks the Acropolis at Athens was also so named." Both inter- 


1“ Inhabitants ;” see Matt. xxiii. 37, Ps. Winer, p. 586. 


exlix. 2. 8 Comp. Rom. vii. 12, e al. ; also Rom. 
2 Comp. Isa. xl. 2. VWanle: 
3 Pelagius. ® Oeder, Michaelis, Paulus. 
4 Castalio, Ewald. 10 See the passages in Ottii Spicil. ex Jose- 
5 Bengel. pho, p. 400 f. 
® Cornelius & Lapide, Grotius, and others. 11 Vitringa, Elsner, Mill, Wolf, Rambach, 


7 Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 510 ©; Moldenhauer, Zachariae. 


Ee 
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pretations are opposed to the context, and the former to linguistic usage.’ 
The contrast between heaven and earth elsewhere conveyed by avo, as used 
by Paul (Phil. iii. 14 ; Col. iii. 2), is found here also, since 7 viv ‘Iep. is the 
earthly Jerusalem. It is true that this contrast would have been more 
accurately expressed if, instead of rq viv ‘Iepouc., he had written r# kérwo 
‘Tepove. (MUD to Dow), ‘‘the Jerusalem below ;” but in using the viv he 
thought of the futwre Jerusalem as its contrast (Heb. xiii. 14), and after- 
wards changed his mode of representation, by conceiving the future as the 
upper: for it is the heavenly Jerusalem, called by the Rabbins Sw ovdwi 
Moy, ‘‘ Jerusalem on high,” which, according to Jewish teaching, is the 
archetype in heaven of the earthly Jerusalem, and on the establishment of 
the Messiah’s kingdom is let down to earth, in order to be the centre and 
capital of the Messianic theocracy, just as the earthly Jerusalem was the 
centre and capital of the ancient theocracy. Comp. Heb. xi. 10, xii. 22, 
xiii. 14 ; Rev. iii. 12, xxi. 2.2 And as previously the present Jerusalem 
represented the Jewish divine commonwealth, so here the upper Jerusalem 
represents the Messianic theocracy, which before the rapovoia, ‘‘ presence or 
coming of Christ,” is the church, and after the zapovoia is the glorious kingdom 
of the Messiah. With justice, accordingly, the church on earth (not merely 
the ‘‘ecclesia triwmphans,” ‘‘church triumphant”), has at all times been 
deemed included in the heavenly Jerusalem,* for the latter is, in relation to 
the church, its roAirevuwa [commonwealth, according to others : citizenship], 
which is in heaven (Phil. iii. 20). The heavenly completion of the church 
in Christ ensues at the rapovoia, in which Christ who rules in heaven will 
manifest in glory the life—hitherto hidden with Him in God *—of the com- 
munity, which is the body and rAfpoua, ‘‘fulness,” of Him its Head (Eph. i. 
22 f.). Thus the church on earth is already the theocracy of the heavenly 
Jerusalem, and has its roAirevwa in heaven ; but this its cAnpovoyia, ‘‘inheri- 
tance,” is, until the mapovoia, only an ideal and veiled, although in hope 
assured, possession, which at the second coming of the Lord at length attains 
objective and glorious realization. It is, however, by no means to be as- 
serted that Paul entertained the sensuous Rabbinical conceptions of the 
heavenly Jerusalem ;° for he nowhere presents, or even so much as hints, at 
them, often as he speaks of the rapovo/a and the consequences connected with 
it. In his view, the heavenly Jerusalem was the national setting for the 
idea—founded on the exalted Christ as its central point—of the kingdom of 
the Messiah before and after its glorious realization. — édevdépa éotiv] that is, in- 
dependent of the Mosaic law (opposite of the dovAete: in ver. 25), in free, 
moral self-determination, under the higher life-principle of the Spirit (Rom. 


1 dyw always means above. When it appears N. T. ex Talim. ill. p. 199 ff.; Wetstein, in 
to mean olim, it denotes the ascending line loc. ; Bertholdt, Christol. p. 211 ff.; Ewald, 
of ancestry, as é.g. in Plat. Legg. ix. p. 880 B: ad Apoe. p. 11, 80%. 


} mwarpl } ere avwrépw, ‘either to the father 3 See Luther, and especially Calovius, in 
or one still higher.” Theaet.p.175 Bal.; the loc. 

earlier time lying behind being regarded as 4 See on Col. iii. 3 f. 

higher (Polyb. v. 6. 1, iv. 2. 3, iv. 50. 3). 5 See Hisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth, I. 


2See generally Schoettgen, de Hieros. p. 839 ff. 
coelest. in his Horae, p. 1205 ff. ; Meuschen, 
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viii. 2; 2 Cor. iii. 17). — Arie éorl wArnp jor] correlative with the above- 
mentioned pera trav réxv. abrge ; hence, if Paul had wished to lay the stress 
upon 7#uev,' he must have made this evident by the marked position ric juav 
ugr. & The emphasis lies rather on jric, that is, she who, etc. (comp. on 
ver. 24), guippe quae libera Hierosol, ‘‘since she is the free Jerusalem.” To 
this Jerusalem as our roAirevua, ‘‘ commonwealth,” we Christians belong, as 
children to their mother (Phil. iii. 20 ; Eph. ii. 19). In bondage, it would 
not be our mother. Hofmann interprets differently : ‘‘the freedom of this 
Jerusalem may be seen in her children.” But this would be a correlative ret- 
rospective conclusion, since Paul has neither written rc (but jric), nor has he 
expressed himself participially obca par. ju. patnp without the article is 
qualitative. That judv applies to the Christians generally, including also the 
Gentile Christians, is obvious of itself from the context, and does not require 
the addition of rdévrwv in the Textus receptus, which is defended by Ewald 
(in opposition to Reiche), to make it evident. 

Ver. 27. Proof from Scripture? that no other than this, the free Jerusalem 
(yrvc), is our mother. This, namely, is according to Paul the subject 
addressed, the wnfruitful one, because Sarah—who, according to the alle- 
gory, answers to the heavenly Jerusalem—was, as is well known, barren. 
The historical sense of the prophecy (Isa. liv. 1, exactly according to the 
LXX.) is the joyful promise of a great increase to the depressed people of 
God in tts state of freedom after the Babylonian exile. The desolate, unin- 
habited Jerusalem, which had become like an unfruitful wife, is summoned 
to rejoice, because it—and in this light, certainly, it is poetically compared 
with itself as a second person (in opposition to Hofmann)—is to become 
more populous, more rich in children, than formerly, when it was the hus- 
band-possessing spouse (of Jehovah). The /ulfilment of this Messianic 
prophecy— Messianic because pervaded by the idea of the victorious theoc- 
racy—is discerned by Paul in the great new people of God, which belongs 
to the dvw ‘IepovoaAgu, to this Sarah in the sense of the fulfilment, as its 
mother. Before the emergence of the Christian people of God, this 
heavenly Jerusalem was still unpeopled, childless ; it was oreipa, ‘‘ barren,” 
ov tiktrovoa, ‘‘not bringing forth,” odk odivovoa, ‘not in travail,” égpyuoc, 
‘“desolate” (solitaria, that is, in conformity with the contrast : without 
conjugal intercourse), consequently quite the Sarah of the allegory, before 
she became themother of Isaac. But in and with the emergence of the Chris- 
tian people of God, the dvw ‘Ispovoadju has become a fruitful mother, rejoic- 
ing over her wealth of children, richer in children than % viv ‘Iepovoadfu, 
this mother of the ancient people of God, which hitherto, like Hagar, had 
been maya, 7 éxovoa Tov dvdpa, ‘‘ married.” This dvjp, ‘‘ husband,” is God 
(not the law, as Luther interprets), whose relation to the theocratical common- 
wealth of the old covenant is conceived as conjugal intercourse. In virtue 
of this idea, the relation of God to the viv ‘Iepovoaafu—the latter regarded 


1 Winer, Matthias. “Jerusalem above,’ is the allegorical 

2 For this Scriptural proof, the particular counterpart of Sarah, this enetpa » od 
passage Isa. liv. 1 is selected with great —tixrovoa x.7.A, “ barren, not bringing forth,” 
skill and true tact, since the dvw 'Iepovgadnu, ete. 
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as a woman 7 éxovoa Tov avdpa—is the counterpart of the relation of Abraham 
to the ravdioxn, ‘‘bondwoman,” Hagar, whose descendants came into life 
kava odpka, “according to the flesh.” On the other hand, the relation of 
God to the ave ‘Iepovoadju—the latter likewise regarded as a woman, who, 
however, had hitherto been oreipa «.r.4.—is the counterpart of the relation 
of Abraham to the free Sarah, whose far more numerous descendants were 
children of promise (ver. 28). Comp. Rom. ix. 8. — 7 ob rixrovoa] not for 
the past participle,’ but expressing the state of the case as it stands: ‘‘ which 
does not bear,” the consequence of oreipa, sterilis, unfruitful, as Sarah was 
Mp, “barren.” In the same way afterwards, 7 ov« ddivovoa. — ppEov] duvhy 
is usually supplied. For many instances of pjyvyw gdwrfv or addfr,? to 
unchain the voice, that is, to speak aloud, see Wetstein, in loc. ; Loesner, 
Obss. p. 383 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. X. p. 385, XI. p. 57, XIL. p. 181.2 But 
since the verb alone is never thus used, it is safer to derive the supplement 
from what has preceded ; hence Kypke and Schott correctly supply etdpo- 
civnv, ‘ gladness” (rumpe jubilum, begin to rejoice), not because 13) "HY¥39, 
‘‘break forth into joy,” stands in the Hebrew (Schott), but because ei¢po- 
ctvnv flows from the previous evdpdvOyrs ;* ‘‘ rejoice, let it break forth.” The 
opposite is pyyvuue xAavOudv, ‘‘ break into weeping” (Plut. Per. 36), pryv. 
daxptov vauara, ‘break into streams of tears’ (Soph. Trach. 919). — oreipa 
k.T.A. applies in the connection of the original text to Jerusalem, and is also 
here necessarily (see ver. 26)—according to the Messianic fulfilment of the 
prophecy, in the light of which Paul apprehends the scriptural saying—to 
be referred to Jerusalem, but to the dvw ‘TepovoaAju, rig éott wAtnp yor, 
whereas the % éyovoa tov dvdpa which is placed in comparison with it is the 
viv ‘Iepovoaagu. See above. Chrysostofn and his successors, Bengel and 
others, consider that the words oreipa x.r.4. apply to the Gentile Christians 
(she who had the husband being the Jewish church) ; but against this view 
it may be urged that that #ri¢ gor? patnp juov, which refers to all Christians, 
is to be proved by ver. 27.— odd . . . wadAAov 7] not used instead of 
mhelova %, ‘‘more than,” which would leave the multitude of children entirely 
undetermined ; but it affirms that both had many children,—the solitary one, 
however, the greater number : for numerous are the children of the solitary 
one in a higher degree than those of her who possessed the husband. So the 
LXX. has rightly understood the Hebrew °337) 0°31. 

Ver. 28. It is not till ver. 29 that a new thought is entered on ; hence 
ver. 28 is to be regarded as a remark explaining the fulfilment of the 
prophetic utterence, which has its actual realization in the case of Christians, 
and is to be annexed to ver. 27 (by a semicolon). So correctly, in opposi- 
tion to the usual separation from ver. 27.° — But the Christians (ipeic indi- 
vidualizing ; see the critical notes) are the many children of that spiritual 
Sarah, the heavenly Jerusalem !—xata "Ioaéx| After the manner of Isaac ; 
comp. 1 Pet. i. 15 ; and see Wetstein and Kypke, also Heindorf,* — émay- 


1 Grotius and others. 4The LXX. probably did not read 1735, 
2 Kur. Suppl. 710. So OV eas 
3 Comp. the Latin rwmpere vocem (Draken- 5 Hofmann, Ewald, Wieseler. 

borch, ad Sil. It, iv. 528). 6 Ad Plat. Gorg. p. 225 f. 
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yedlac réxva] érayy. is emphatically prefixed : children of Abraham, who are 
not so by carnal descent like Ishmael, but by promise. So, namely, as Isaac 
was born to Abraham in virtue of the promise (ver. 23), are Christians by 
means of divine promise also children of Abraham, in virtue of the fact that 
they were promised by God to Abraham as réxva,.‘‘ children ;” without 
which promise, having reference to them, they would not stand in the rela- 
tion of sonship to Abraham. Comp. Rom. ix. 8. We must not on account 
of ver. 23 explain the expression here, any more than in Rom. ix. 8,* as 
liberi promissi, ‘the children promised.” ? 

Vv. 29, 30. Nevertheless, notwithstanding this their higher state of son- 
ship, these spiritual children of Abraham are persecuted by the bodily chil- 
dren of Abraham, as was formerly the case with Isaac and Ishmael ; but 
(ver. 80) how: wholly without ultimate success is, and, according to the 
Scripture, must be, this persecution ! This is not a collateral trait (Hol- 
sten), but the consolatory practical result in which the allegory terminates 
—its triumphantly joyful conclusion. Comp. on ver. 31. —rére] then, namely, 
at that time when the allegorically-significant history came to pass. — 6 kara 
odpka yevynbeic] see ver. 23. —édiwxe] persecuted. It is true that in Gen. xxi. 
9, Ishmael is designated only as a mocker (of Isaac).* But Paul follows the 
tradition, which, starting from the basis of that statement, went further. * 
According to Hofmann, Paul in the word dcéxev probably intends a running 
after Isaac wantonly to annoy him (just as the partisans of the law followed 
after the believing Gentiles in order to annoy them, vv. 10,12). Quite unsup- 
ported by any historical evidence, and very inappropriate to the rapdccew of 
the Judaists (of which there is no mention here at all); comp. i. 7. — rév 
kata rvevua| him that is born according to the Spirit, that is, him who was 
born in consequence of the intervening agency of the Holy Spirit (for the 
divine rvevya, as the principle of the divine promise, is instrumental in the 
efficacy of the latter). By means of the vis carnis Isaac could not have been 
born, but only by means of the vis Spiritus divini, which, operative in the 
divine promise, furnished at his procreation (Rom. iv. 17 ff.) the capacity 
of generation and conception. 
the same idea as rév dud THe émayyediac yevvnbévta, Ver. 23. 


In fact, therefore, tév kata rvedua conveys 
The explanation : 
per singularem efficacitatem Dei, ‘‘by the unique efficaciousness of God,” ® 
compares things which are in their nature different (Luke i. 35), and is not 
verbally accurate. And Hilgenfeld unnecessarily assumes ° that the expres- 
sion is to be explained by a blending together of the ideal reference of the 


1 See tn loc. 

2 Winer and others. 

3 The idea that Paul, in using édiwxe, really 
intended nothing more than this mocking 
(‘nulla enim persecutio tam molesta esse 
nobis debet, quam dum impiorum ludibriis 
videmus labefactari nostram vocationem,” 
“For no persecution should be so grievous 
to us as that which occurs when we see our 
calling shaken by the reproaches of the 
godless,”’ Calvin), is not in harmony with 
the comprehensive sense of the word. 


4See Beresch. R. liii. 15: Dixit Ismael 
Isaaco : eamus et videamus portionem nos- 
tram in agro; et tulit Ismael arcum et sa- 
gittas, et jaculatus est Isaacum et prae se 
tulit ac siluderet,”’ ‘‘ Ishmael said to Isaac: 
Let us go and see our portion in the field ; 
and Ishmael carried the bow and arrows, 
and shot at Isaac, and acted as though he 
were in sport.” 

5 Schott. 

§ Comp, Bengel. 
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allegory to the Christians, and of its historical basis. —obrw «ai viv] So also 
now the children of Abraham according to the flesh (the Jews) persecute 
those who are Abraham’s children xara rvevua (Christians, émayyeéniag Téxva, 
ver. 28). Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 15. This obrw «ai viv does not exclude any 
kind of persecution which the Christians suffered at the hands of the Jews ; 
but that which is intended must have been actual persecutions, such as those 
to which the Christians as a body were so generally at that time subjected 
by the Jews, and not the rapdocew on the part of the Judaists.’ — dara ré 
Aéyet  ypagh ;| triumphantly introduces the divine certainty of the want of 
success, which will attend this did«evv, to the destruction of the persecutors 
themselves. Observe how the importance of the utterance is brought out 
more vividly by the interrogative announcement.? The quotation is from 
Gen. xxi. 10, almost exactly following the LXX. Instead of pera rot vioi 
tov ’Ioadk, ‘‘ with my son Isaac,” in the LXX.,* Paul has written era rod viow 
THe éAevdépac, not accidentally, but in order to give prominence to the con- 
trast, which significantly refers back to the chief point of the allegory (comp. 
ver. 22). — &Bare x.7.2.] The words of Sarah to Abraham (which, however, 
in Gen. xxi. 12 are expressly approved by God and confirmed with a view 
to fulfilment), requiring the expulsion of Hagar and her son from the house. 
From this, looking to the scope of the allegory, the Galatians are to infer 
the exclusion of the non-free Jews, who were now persecuting the free 
Christians, from the people of God. This exclusion already actually exists 
even in the present aiév, in so far as the true Israel which is free from the 
law (the ‘Icpay7/A rod Oecd, vi. 16) has taken the place of the ancient people 
of God, and will attain its perfect realization at the rapovoia, ‘coming of 
Christ,” when none but the free Christian family of God will share in the 
kAnpovoyia, ‘‘ inheritance,” of eternal Messianic salvation. Comp. iii. 18, 29. 
According to Hofmann,‘ the meaning is, that as Abraham separated Ishmael 
from Isaac, so also the readers are to dismiss from among them, as unentitled 
to share in their inheritance, those who desired to force upon them their 
own legalism ; the Christian body ought to remain undisturbed by such per- 
sons. This weakening of the idea is impossible with a correct conception 
of didxew in ver. 29 ; the sure divine Nemesis against the persecutors must be 
meant—the divine éxdixyouc, ‘‘ vengeance” (Luke xviii. 7 f. ; 2 comp. Thess. i. 
6, 8). — ov yap uw) KAnpov]| prefixed with great emphasis ; the son of the bond- 
woman shall assuredly not inherit.’ As to the exclusion, according to the 
Israelite law, of the children of a concubine from the right of inheritance, 
see Selden, de success. ad leg. Hebr. p. 28 ; Saalschiitz, M. R. p. 831 ; Ewald, 
Alterth. p. 266. [See Note LXVII., p. 216.] 

Ver. 31 is usually looked upon as the keystone, as the final result of the 
previous discourse. ‘‘ Applicat historiam et allegoriam, et summam absolvit 
brevi conclusione,” ‘‘ He applies the history and allegory, and brings it to a 
close in a brief conclusion,” Luther, 1519. But so taken, the purport of ver. 


1 Hofmann; see on édiwxe. 3 Which therefore D* E? F G, codd. of 
2 Comp. Rom. iv. 3, x. 8, xi. 2, 45 Dissen, the Itala, and some Fathers read also here. 
ad Dem. de cor. p. 186, 347; Blomfield, 4 Comp. also his Schriftbev. II. 2, p. 71. 


Gloss. ad Aesch. Pers. 1013. 5 Comp. Gen. xxv. 5f. 
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31 appears to express far too little, and to be feeble, because it has been 
already more than once implied in what precedes (see vv. 26, 28). We do 
not get rid of this incongruity, even if with Riickert we prefer the reading 
jueic dé, also approved by Hofmann (see the crit. notes), and assume the 
tacit inference : ‘‘consequently the inheritance cannot escape us, expulsion 
does not affect us.” For, after the whole urgument previously developed, 
any such express application of ver. 30 to Christians would have been entire- 
ly superfluous ; no reader needed it, in order clearly to discern and deeply 
to feel the certainty of victory conveyed in ver. 30 ; hence ver. 31 would be 
halting and without force. No ; ver. 31 begins a new section.’ The allegor- 
ical instruction, which from ver. 22 onwards Paul has given, comes to a 
close forcibly and appropriately with the triumphant language of Scripture 
in ver. 80 ; and now Paul will follow it up by the exhortation to stand fast 
in their Christian liberty (v. 1). But first of all, as a basis for this exhorta- 
tion, he prefixes to it the proposition—resulting from the previous instruc- 
tion—which forms the ‘‘ pith of the allegory,” ? and exactly as such is fitted 
to be the theoretical principle placed at the head of the practical course of 
action to be required in the sequel, ver. 31. This proposition is then fol- 
lowed by rH éAevdepia nuac Xproto¢ HAevdépwoev, V. 1, which very forcibly serves 
as a medium of transition to the direct summons orjxete oiv. ‘* Therefore, 
brethren, —seeing that our position is such as results from this allegory,—ve 
are not children of a bond-woman (like the Jews), but of the free woman ; for 
Sreedom Christ has made us free; stand therefore fast,” etc. 


Notes py AMERICAN EDITOR. 


LIT. Ver. 1. varcoc. 


Nyio¢ is the etymological equivalent of the Latin infans (N-éroc—in fans, 
in both cases negativing the idea of speech. Hence the word has here the 
force of the technical legal ‘‘ infant,’ viz., a minor, Liddell and Scott find the 
meaning of ‘one still unfit to bear arms’’ in Hom. JI. ii. 136 ; ix. 440. 


LIV. Ver. 4, yevdpuevov bro vouov. 


The application of this passage, rejected by Meyer, is thus stated by Philippi : 
“From the strict, even emphatic correspondence in the expression of thesis 
and antithesis, it manifestly follows that the Son of God was under the law in 
the same way as was Israel, in order to redeem Israel from slavery to the law, 
and to introduce it into the adoption of God’s children, But in its youth, like 
a minor to pedagogues, Israel was subject to the ordinances of the law demand- 
ing fulfilment, corresponding to which the redeeming work of the Son of God 
is to be regarded as a vicarious fulfilment of the law, and in this connection 
his atoning death appears of itself as the completion of his obedience rendered 
to the demands of the law (his yevéoba: ord véuov), The passages cited, viz. 


1 Comp. Lachmann, de Wette, Ewald, Hofmann. 2 Holsten. 
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Matt. xx. 28; John iv. 34; Phil. ii. 8; Gal. iv. 4; cf. Heb. v. 7, 8, treat the 
Lord’s death as the culmination of His entire obedience of life, and represent 
the life, passion and death of the Redeemer under a point of view entirely in- 
divisible, which is none other than that of the vicarious fulfilment of the law. 
The vicarious obedience of life, in distinction from the vicarious surrender of 
life, in which it ceases, is typically prefigured in the O. T. For the priest 
was the substitute of the people accepted of God, not only by his presentation 
of the offering, but already in the Levitical purity and spotlessness of his 
nature, life and conversation.’’ Kirchliche Glaubenslehre, iv. 2 : 296 sq. 


LY. Ver. 6. 16 rveipua row viov. 


Meyer does not express all that is contained in the words ‘the Spirit of His 
Son.’’ ‘If in John xiv. 16 only the procession of the Spirit from the Father 
is treated of, yet He proceeds not only from the Father through the Son, but 
also from the Son Himself. ‘For he shall receive of mine,’ says the Lord, 
John xvi. 14 ; andasthe Father gives and sends Him, so also does the Son. Cf. 
Matt. iii. 11; John i. 33 ; Acts ii, 33, possibly also John vii. 38, 39. ‘+ Receive 
ye the Holy Ghost.’’ With these words He Himself imparts the spirit to His 
disciples. In Rom. viii. 9 the Spirit of God is also called the Spirit of Christ ; 
in Phil. i. 19, the Spirit of Jesus Christ ; in 2 Cor. iii. 17, the Spirit of the 
Lord ; in Gal. iv. 6, the Spirit of His Son ; and in Rev. xxii. 1, a stream of 
living water (cf. John vii. 38, 39 ; also iv. 14) proceeds from the throne of God 
and of the Lamb. The Spirit is accordingly just as much the possession of 
the Son as of the Father.’’ (Philippi’s Kirchlich” Glaubenslehre, ii. 222.) 


LVI. Ver. 8. roi¢ dices un odor Oeoic. 


Sieffert cannot appreciate any change of meaning, resulting from the transfer 
of the 7 from before the @voe:, as in the text. recept. to before odo., as in best 
codices. In either case a pure negative is expressed that the false gods are 
not gods in reality, and there is nothing implied on either side of the question 
as to whether they are pure fiction or have an objective existence as demonia. 
This must be determined from other passages, 1 Cor. viii. 4, x. 19, 20. 


LVII. Ver. 9. yvdvrec. 


While Meyer’s disproof of Olshausen’s distinction is conclusive, that of 
Lightfoot must be accepted : ‘‘ While ojda, I know, refers to the knowledge of 
facts absolutely, yevdoxo, I recognize, being relative, gives prominence either 
to the attainment or the manifestation of the knowledge.’’ So Westcott on1John 
ii. 29: ‘‘ Knowledge which is absolute (eidjre) becomes the basis of knowledge 
that is realized in observation (yvéoxere).’? The same distinction is observed 
in classical Greek. Liddell and Scott’s Lexicon (under yiyvaonw) : ‘‘The strict 
distinction seems to be that the former class, éyvixevat, novisse, etc., means to 
know by observation, the latter eidéva:, scire, etc., to know by reflection. Thu- 
cydides i. 69: éyd 0” old’ bre ytyvdoKete TovTov amavtec,” ‘‘I know that ye all 
have come to know this one.’ ‘The same distinction underlies the German 
Kennen and Wissen. It is recognized in the Revised Version by the render- 
ing: ‘‘ But now that ye have come to know God, or rather to be known of God.” 
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LVIII. Ver. 9. yrwobévrec br6 cov. 


Sieffert’s exceptions to Meyer's argument seem invalid ; but a more careful 
observance of the distinction between the two words ‘‘to know,” used in verses 
8 and 9, makes the argument clearer, as exhibited in a compressed form by 
Sanday : ‘In speaking of the Galatians as ‘coming to know’ God, it might 
seem as if too much stress was laid on the human side of the process, and 
therefore, by way of correction, the apostle presents also the divine side. 
Any true and saving knowledge of God has for its converse the ‘ being known 
of God,’ i.e., recognition by God and acceptance by Him, such as is involved in 
the admission of the believer into the Messianic kingdom.”’ 


LIX. Ver. 12. yiveofe ag éya. 


Such an appeal, however, implies no yielding of the principle involved. 
The argument is well paraphrased by Lightfoot: ‘‘I gave up all those time- 
honored customs, all those dear associations of race to become like you. I 
have lived as a Gentile to please you Gentiles. Will you then abandon me, 
when I have abandoned all for you ?” 


LX. Ver. 14. otdare dé 671 K.T.A. 


In reply, Sieffert defends Lachmann and Buttmann by maintaining that 
there is no flaw in the discourse here, which assumes an abrupt character as 
frequently, because of the deep emotion of the apostle ; that in vy. 10-12 there 
is a succession of disjointed sentences, and that in chap. li. 21 asyndeton in 
beginning of sentence occurs. He proposes this paraphrase : ‘‘ Ye know how 
through infirmity of the flesh I preached, etc., and how ye were put to the test 
in my flesh.”’ 

LXI. Ver. 14. egexrdcare. 


Marginal reading of Revised Version: ‘‘ spat out.’’ Lightfoot : «Ye did not 
treat with contemptuous indifference or active loathing.”’ 


LXII. Ver. 15. rove dp8aduove tuov. 


Eadie (pp. 329-341) has an excursus on Paul’s infirmity. The various views are 
classified: I. The carnal style of his preaching (Jerome). II. Persecution 
(Chrysostom, Eusebius of Emessa, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Ambrosiast ; also Calvin, Beza, Fritzsche, Schrader, Ham- 
mond, Reiche). TI. Inner temptation. 1. To unbelief, stirring up of re- 
maining sin, pangs of sorrow on account of his past life (Gerson, Luther, 
Calvin, Osiander, Calovius). 2. To incontinence (Augustine, Jerome, Gregory 
the Great, Salvian, Thomas Aquinas, Bede, Lyra, Bellarmine, Estius,  Lapide, 
Bisping) ; against which (a) such would not be given by God. (b) Nor could 
he have gloried in this, 2 Cor. xii. 9. (c) Nor would this inner struggle have ex- 
posed him to scorn or aversion. (d) He declares his perfect freedom from 
such temptations, 1 Cor. vii. 7. Luther: ‘Ah no, dear Paul; it was no such 
trial as afflicted thee.’’ IV. Some painful and acute corporeal malady, which 
could not be concealed, but had a tendency to induce loathing (Flatt, Billroth, 
Emmerling, Riickert, Meyer, de Wette, Lightfoot, Alford, Howson, Chandler, 
Bottger, Eadie). Against the view that it was a malady of the eyes, among 
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other arguments, it is urged: (a) The translation, ver. 15, ‘‘your eyes,’’ is un- 
emphatic, not ‘‘ your own eyes.’’ (b) Defect of vision would not induce the 
loathing of ver. 14. (c) The thorn was given fourteen years before he wrote 
2 Cor. : but his conversion was much earlier. (d) Arguments to prove that he was 
permanently blinded are untrustworthy. Other conjectures concerning specific 
affection : hypochondriacal melancholy, haemorrhoids, kidney-disease, gout, 
the stone, severe headache, epilepsy. Each must be tested by the loathing 
mentioned in this epistle. 


LXIII. ver. 17. iva avtode dnAotre. 


Such adverbial force of iva as that proposed by Meyer is without an instance 
in eitherthe LXX. or N. T. The same use of iva with indicative occurs also in 
1 Cor. iv. 6. Unjustified by classical Greek, Winer declares that ‘‘in later 
works it occurs so frequently as to preclude the supposition that every instance 
is a mistake of transcribers.’’ The process of Meyer’s interpretation from that 
of the fourth to the fifth edition shows how unnatural the application. Besides, 
the telic and the adverbial iva are in reality the same word, and the attention 
must be confined here altogether to the difference of moods. Winer’s remark, 
that in both passages the verb after iva is one ending in ow, is worthy of note. 
Hence Buttmann’s hypothesis that the present of this class of verbs has with 
iva the force of the future. Sieffert, in common with almost all interpreters, 
takes issue with Meyer. 


LXIV. ver. 21. dv vduov ovK axodere. 


There seems no reason to depart from the simpler and ordinarily received 
meaning : ‘*‘ Will ye not listen to the law?’ Argued in Ellicott, with whom 
agree Alford, Schmoller, Eadie, Lightfoot and Sanday. 


LXY. ver. 24. éoriv dAAnyopobueva. 


Sieffert adds, instead of what follows in Meyer: ‘‘ But whether he ascribed 
the latter to all the details of his exposition is, nevertheless, a question. In 
any event Meyer’s assertion is incorrect that Paul has raised this allegory to 
the keystone of his whole antinomistic reasoning, etc. On the contrary, 
Schott’s judgment is perfectly apposite. For the proper doctrinal demonstra- 
tion is concluded already in chap. iv. 7, while the allegory is introduced into 
the midst of the personal admonition to Christian freedom beginning already 
in ch. iv. 8. (iv. 8-20, v. 1-12), and is expressly designated (v. 21) as in- 
tended for the special practical wants of the readers . . . Meyer’s assertion, 
that the argument falls wholly to the ground as a real proof in the view of a 
faith not associated with Rabbinical training, pertains of course to the alle- 
gorical form of the proof.’’ 


LXVI. ver. 25. 16 “Ayap. 


“Tf the word Hagar be omitted [according to 8 C F G17, the old Latin, Vul- 
gate, Aethiopic, and Armenian versions ; Origen, Epiphanius, Cyril, Damas- 
cenus, Victorinus, the Ambrosian Hilary, Augustine, Jerome, Pelagius, Pri- 
marius, and probably all the Latin Fathers’’], the passage is capable of a very 
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easy and natural interpretation : ‘Sinai,’ St. Paul argues, ‘is situated in 
Arabia, the country of Hagar’s descendants, the land of bond-slaves.’ And such, 
too, seems to be the most probable account of his meaning, even though with the 
received text we retain Hagar: ‘This Hagar is Mount Sinai in Arabia,’ 7.e., it 
represents Mount Sinai, because Mount Sinai is in Arabia, the land of Hagar 
and her descendants. It is not 7 ”“Ayap, the woman Hagar, but r6 ’Ayap, the 
thing Hagar, the Hagar of the allegory, the Hagar which is under discussion.” 
See the very learned and minute examination of this passage in the special ex- 
cursus, pp. 192-200 of Bp. Lightfoot’s commentary, from which the above is 
taken. In it will be found Philo’s allegory of Hagar and Sarah. 


LXVII. ver. 29. 


The opinion of Sieffert is worthy of note, that the main object of the apostle 
is to show how the parallel subsisting between Hagar and Sarah is also appli- 
cable to their sons, Ishmael and Isaac, to whom also the allegory is pertinent. 
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CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 1. rH éAevbepia, 7 nudo Xpioto¢ HAevdépwoe, orqete] So Griesb. (reading, 
however, Xpvord¢ 7udc), Riick., Tisch.(1859), Wieseler, But Elz., Matth., Winer, 
Rinck, Reiche, read 7 éAevbepia ody, 7 Xpioto¢ Hude jAevbépwoe, ornkere. Lachm., 
followed by Usteri, reads 77 éAevBepia jude Xproroc HAevbépwoev. orHxete obv, Which 
was also approved of by Mill, Bengel, Griesb. [Eadie, Tisch. (1872)]; and 
Winer does not reject it. Scholz gives rH éAevOepia, 4 Xpiotic hude ArevOépwoe, 
ornkete ovv, Schott lastly, following Rinck, joins r7 éAevOepia, 4 Aude Xprori¢ 
nAevbépwoev to iv. 31, and begins the new sentence with orjKete ody. So also 
Ewald. Lachmann’s reading, which is also followed by Hofmann, must be 
held to be the original one : (1) because amidst the numerous variations it has 
a decided preponderance of testimony in its favor, for 7 is wanting in A BC D* 
Sand 9 min., Dam., and ody after orjxere is written in A B C D* (in the Greek) 
F GX& and some 10 min., Copt. Goth. Aeth. Boern. Vulg. ms. Cyr. Bas. ms. 
Aug. Ambrosiast. ; (2) because from it the origin of the rest of the readings 
can be explained easily, naturally, and without perjudice to the witnesses— 
namely, from the endeavor to connect 17 éAev8, ju. X. HAevd. immediately with 
iv. 31. Thus in some cases 77 was merely changed into 7 (FG, It. Vulg. Goth. 
and Fathers) ; in others 7 was inserted before jude (Griesb.), allowing rf to re- 
main. The relative thus introduced led others, who had in view the right con- 
nection with otfxere, either to omit the odv (after or7jxere), which the presence 
of the relative rendered awkward (EK. Vulg. It. Syr. p. Fathers ; Griesb., Riick., 
Tisch.), or to place it immediately after éAevOepia (C*** K L, min., Fathers ; 
Elz). Lastly, the transposition Xpiord¢ 7ude was an involuntary expedient to 
place the subject first, but is condemned by the decisive counter-weight of the 
evidence. It is a dubious view which derives the different readings of our 
passage from the accidental omission in writing of H before Hwag (Tisch., Wiese- 
ler), especially since very ancient witnesses, in which 7 is wanting, read not 
nuac Xpioréc¢, but Xprord¢ jude (as C L &** Marcion, Chrys.).—Ver. 3. ra/vy] is 
wanting in D* FG, 73, 74, 76, It. Chrys. Theophyl. Victorin. Jerome, Aug. Am- 
brosiast. The omission is caused by the similarity of the ravri which follows. 
—Ver. 7. évéxowe] The Elz. reading dvéxope is opposed to all the uncials and 
most min., and is therefore rightly rejected by Grot., Mill., Bengel, Matth., 
Lachm., Tisch., Reiche, whereas Usteri sought very feebly to defend it. — The 
TH which follows is wanting in A B &*. But the article forms a necessary part 
of the idea (comp. ii. 5, 14), and the omission must be looked upon as a mere 
error in copying. Without just ground, Semler and Koppe consider the whole 
TH aA. wip reiGeo8ac to be not genuine ; and the latter is disposed, instead of 
it, to defend pndev? reifecbe, which is found in F G, codd. Lat. in Jer. and some 
vss. and Fathers, after reifeo$a, but is manifestly a gloss annexed to the fol- 
lowing # revopovy «.t.A. Still more arbitrarily, Schott holds the whole of ver. 7 
to be an inserted gloss. —- Ver. 9. Cvuoi] D* E, Vulg. Clar. Germ. codd. Lat. in 
Jer. and Sedul., and several Fathers, read dodoi. Approved by Mill. and 
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Valck. Schol. II. p. 178. An interpretation, because in this passage the leaven 
represents something corrupting (otherwise in Matt. xiii. 33). Comp. on 
1 Cor. v. 6. — Ver. 14. év évi Adyw] Marcion (in Epiph. and Tert.) read syiv, and 
D* EF G, It. Ambrosiast. have év tyiv év &7 Adyw. Marcion’s reading is of an- 
tinomistic origin (hence he also omitted the following év ro) ; but the duiv in- 
troduced by it became subsequently blended with the original text. — rAnpovrat] 
Defended by Reiche ; but A BC ®&, min., Marcion (in Epiph. and Tert.) 
Damasce. Aug. read retAnpwrau. Justly ; the meaning of the perfect (which is 
also adopted by Lachm., Riick., Schott, Tisch.) was not apprehended by me- 
chanical transcribers. — ceavrév] Elz., Matth., Schott, read éavrév. Certainly in 
opposition to ABC DEK 8, min., and Greek Fathers; but the pronoun of 
the second person was very likely to occur to the copyists (in the LXX. Lev. 
xix. 18, there is the same variety of readings), and indeed the final letter of the 
foregoing o¢ might easily lend support to the ceavrév : hence éavrdv is to be re- 
stored, in opposition to Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., Tisch., and others. Comp. on 
Rom. xiii. 9.—Ver. 17. ravra dé] Lachm. and Schott [Tisch. 1872] read ravra yap, 
following &* B D* E F G*, 17, Copt. Vulg. It. and some Fathers. Looking 
at this preponderance of attestation, and seeing that the continuative dé might 
easily appear more suitable, ydp is to be preferred. — Ver. 19 f. wowyeia] is 
wanting before opr. in A BC &*, min., and many vss. and Fathers ; 76, 115, 
Epiph. Chrys. Theophyl. have it after zopveia. In opposition to Reiche, but 
with Griesb., Lachm., Scholz, Schott, Tisch., and others, it is to be deleted, 
since it has been introduced, although at a very early date (It. Or.), most 
probably by the juxtaposition of the two words in other passages (Matt. xv. 19 ; 
Mark vii. 21; comp. Hos. ii. 2), well known to the transcribers. — épevc, C7Aoc] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have the singular, following weighty evidence ; the plurals 
were introduced in conformity to the adjoining. —- Ver. 21. ¢dvo:] is wanting 
in B &, 17, 33, 35, 57, 73, and several Fathers, but inno version. Rejected by 
Mill., Seml., and Koppe, bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. On account 
of the similarity of sound with the preceding word it might just as easily be 
omitted, as it might be added from Rom. i. 29. Hence the preponderance of 
witnesses determines the point, and that in favor of the retention. 


Contents. — Exhortation to steadfastness in Christian freedom, and warn- 
ing against the opposite course. If they allowed themselves to be circum- 
cised, Christ would profit them nothing, and they would be bound to the 
law as a whole ; by legal justification they would be severed from Christ and 
from grace, as is proved by the nature of Christian righteousness (vv. 1-6). 
Complaint and warning on account of the apostasy of the readers, respecting 
whom, however, Paul cherishes good confidence ; whereas he threatens 
judgment against the seducers, whose teaching as to circumcision is in no 
sense his (vv. 7-12). A warning against the abuse, and an exhortation to 
the right use, of Christian freedom, which consists in a demeanor actuated 
by mutual love (vv. 18-15) ; whereupon he then enters into a detailed ex- 
planation to the effect that the Holy Spirit, and not the flesh, must be the 
guiding power of their conduct (vv. 16-25). After this, special moral ex- 
hortations begin (ver. 26). 

Ver. 1. Ty éhevfepia nude Xpiord¢ HAevdépwoev] On this reading, see the 
critical notes. The sentence forms, with iv. 31, the basis of the exhortation 
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which follows, orfxere obv x.7.4. See on iv. 31. For freedom, in order that 
we should be free and should+ remain so, that we should not again become 
subject to bondage, Christ has set us free (iv. 1-7), namely, from the bondage 
of the oro:yeia tov Kéowov (iv. 8). The dative r# éiev0. is therefore commodi, 
not instrumenti.” By so taking it, and by attending to the emphasis, which 
lies not on Xpvordéc, but on the rH éAevbepia following immediately after rfc 
édevdépac in iv. 31, we obviate entirely the objection of Riickert ® that Paul 
must have written : X. juac éAevdepia HAevOépwoer, or eic éAevd., Or TH éAev6. 
tabtn, Or fv Eyouev, or some other addition of the kind. — orfxere oiv] stand 
fast therefore, namely, in the freedom, which is to be inferred from what 
goes before ; hence the absence of connection with rj éAev#. does not pro- 
duce any obscurity or abruptness.* On the absolute orfxere, which obtains 
its reference from the context, comp. 2 Thess. ii. 15. —xai py wddw K.7.2.] 
and be not again held in a yoke of bondage. Previously they had been (most 
of them) in the yoke of heathenism ; now they were on the point of being 
held in the yoke of Mosaism (only another kind of the orovyeia roi xécpov). 
The yoke is conceived as laid on the neck: Acts xy. 10; Ecclus. li. 26 ; 
Dem. 822.12; Hom. H. Cer. 217. As to rdiw, comp. on iv. 9. dovaeiac 
denotes the characteristic quality belonging to the yoke.* — évéyeo6a, with 
the dative ® or with év,’ is the proper expression for those who are held either 
in a physical (net or the like) or ethical (law, dogma, emotion, sin, or the 
like) restriction of liberty, so that they cannot get out.* Here, on account 
of the idea of a yoke, the reference is physical, but used as a figurative repre- 
sentation for that which is mental, which affects the conscience. 


Note.—If we take the reading of the Recepta, and of Griesbach and his fol- 
lowers (see the critical notes), we must explain it: ‘‘ In respect the freedom of 
[therefore], for which Christ has set us free, stand fast, and become not again, ete. !”’ 
—so that 77 édevfepia is to be taken like rj méorec in 2 Cor. i. 24 and Rom. iv. 
20, and 7 as the dative commodi (Morus, Winer, Reiche). 7 might also (with the 
Vulgate, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Riickert, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, 
and many others) be taken as ablative (instrumentally) : ‘‘ gua nos liberavit,”’ 
“with which he has freed you,’’ after the analogy of the classical expressions 
Civ Bim, boat ddatt «.7.A. (Bernhardy, p. 107 ; Lobeck, Paral. p. 523 ff.), and of 
the frequent use both in the LXX. and the N. T. (Winer, p. 434) of ‘* cognate” 
nouns in the dative. But this mode of expression does not occur elsewhere with 
Paul, not even in 1 Thess. iii. 9. According to Schott, Ewald, and Matthias, 
who join it to iv. 31 (see the critical notes), we get the meaning: ‘‘ We are not 
children of a bond-maid, but of the free woman through the freedom, with which Christ 
made us free; stand fast therefore.’ Thus r@ éAevdepia 7 hudg Xpiot. HAevf. be- 
comes a self-evident appendage ; and Xporéc receives an emphasis, just as in 
iii, 13, which its position does not warrant. 


1 Cf. ver. 18; John viii. 36. vi. p. 770 E: SovAeoyv Gvydv, Hp. 8, p. 354 D; 
2 Comp. also Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 155; Dem. 322. 12; Herod. vii. 8. 

Holsten, Hofmann, Reithmayr. 6 Dem. 1231. 15; 2 Mace. v. 18; 3 Macc. 
3 Comp. Matthies and Olshausen. vi. 10. 
4 In opposition to Reiche. 7 Dem. 1069. 9. 
5 Comp. Soph. Aj. 924: mpds ola dovdActas 8 See Kypke in loc., and Markland ad Lys. 


gvya xwpodpev, Eur. Or. 1830; Plat. Legg. VY. p. 37, Reisk. 


220 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS, 


Ver. 2. Paul now in a warning tone reveals to them the fearful danger to 
which they are exposed. This he does by the address ide in the singular,’ 
exciting the special attention of every individual reader, and with the ener- 
getic, defiant interposition of his personal authority : éyo IaiAoc, on which 
Theophylact well remarks ; r7v Tov oixelov mpoodrov aéioriotiay avti mdone ano- 
deiZewe tiOyo., ‘‘ Instead of all demonstration he presents the trustworthiness 
of his own person.” ? —éay repitéuvnofe| To be pronounced with special 
emphasis. The readers stood now on the very verge of obeying thus far— 
and therefore to the utmost—the suggestions of the false apostles in taking 
upon them the yoke of the law, after having already consented to prelimi- 
nary isolated acts of legal observance (iv. 10). — Xpuordc imac oidév Oder qoer] 
comp. ii. 21. Xpcord¢ is emphatically placed first, and immediately after 
mepit. Chrysostom, moreover, aptly remarks: 6 repitepvduevoc oc véuov 
Sedotkac mepitéuveral, 6 dé dedorkO¢ AmioTel TH Ovvdper THC yapitoc, 6 dé anLoTOV 
ovdév Kepdaiver apa THe aniotouuévnc, ‘‘ He who is circumcised is circumcised 
as fearing the law, but he who fears the law distrusts the power of grace, 
and he who distrusts gains nothing from that which he distrusts.”” On such 
a footing Christ cannot be Christ, the Mediator of salvation. Paul’s judg- 
ment presupposes that circumcision is adopted, not as a condition of a holy 
life,* but as a condition of salvation, which was the question raised among the 
Galatians. The future, o¢eAjoe,, Which is explained by others ° as referring 
to the consequence generally, points to the nearness of the Parousia and 
the decision of the judgment. Comp. ver. 5 : éArida dixatoobyyc, Just as 
previously the idea of the xAypovoyia in iv. 30. 

Ver. 3. With regard to the judgment just expressed, Xpuotdc ovdév byac 
ageAgoe, Paul now, with increasing emotion (uapripouar, ravt? avOp. repit.), 
gives an explanation (vv. 3, 4) which clearly discloses the entire certainty 
of this negation. — The dé is not potius,® because it is not preceded by any 
antagonistic assertion, but is the autem whieh leads on to more detailed 
information.’ — yapripoua) in the sense of waprypa, as in Acts xx. 26 ; Eph. 
iv. 17 ; Joseph. Bell. iii. 8. 3; and also Plat. Phil. p. 47 D, while in classi- 
cal authors it usually means to swmmon as a witness and obtestor. Paul testi- 
Jies that which with divine certainty he knows. The context does not war- 
rant us to supply #6, with Bretschneider and Hilgenfeld. — réacv] not con- 
tra, ‘‘against,” * which is never its meaning,® but again, not however in the 
sense that ver. 3 is described as a repetition of what was said in ver. 2,” 
which it is not ; nor in the sense that Paul is thinking merely of the testify- 
ing in itself, and not of its purport,"—an interpretation which cannot but be 
the less natural, the more necessarily as that which is attested réd stands 
in essential inner connection with the axiom which had been previously ex- 


1 Comp. Soph. Zach. 824. 8 Erasmus, Er. Schmid, Koppe, Wahl; 

2 Comp. 2 Cor. x. 1; Eph. iii. 1; Col. i. 23. comp. Usteri. 

5 Holsten. ® See Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 166 f. 

*ii. 3,5; Acts xy. 1, xvi. 3. Comp. Lech- 10 Calvin, Castalio, Calovius, Wolf, Zach- 
ler, apost. Zeitalt. p. 248. ariae, Paulus, and others. 

5 De Wette, Hofmann, and most. 11 Hofmann ; comp. Fritzsche, Winer, de 

6 Schott. Wette. 


7 Herm. ad Viger. p. 845. 


3 
j 
y 


CHAP, V., 4. 221 


pressed (‘‘ probatio est proximae sententiae sumta ex loco repugnantium,” ‘‘ The 
proof of the next sentence is derived from the topic of things that conflict,” 
Calvin); but in the sense that Paul calls to the remembrance of his readers his 
last presence among them (the second), when he had already orally assured 
them of what he here expresses.'’ Comp. oni. 9, iv. 16. — ravi dvOp. repur. | 
stands in a climactic relation to the foregoing iuiv, remorselessly embracing 
all: to every one I testify, so that no one may fancy himself excluded from 
the bearing of the statement. According to Chrysostom and Theophylact, 
with whom Schott and others agree, Paul has wished to avoid the appearance 
kat’ éxOpav ravra Aéyeoba ; but in this view the whole climactic force of the 
address is misunderstood. — éAov] has the emphasis.? Circumcision binds 
the man who accepts it to obey the whole law, because it makes him a full 
member of the covenant of the law, a proselyte of righteousness, and the 
law requires from those who are bound to it its entire fulfilment (iii. 10). 
Probably the pseudo-apostles had sought at least to conceal or to weaken 
this true and—since no one is able wholly to keep the law,’—yet so fearful 
consequence of accepting circumcision, as if faith in Christ and acceptance of 
circumcision might be compatible with one another. On the contrary, Paul 
proclaims the decisive aut... aut.4 The state of the man who allows him- 
self to be circumcised stands in a relation contradictory to the state of grace.® 

Ver. 4. But whosoever is justified through the law—a way of justification 
which necessarily follows from the already mentioned obligation—is sepa- 
rated from Christ, etc. A complete explanation is thus given as to the 
Xpiord¢ tac ovdév ogeAgoe. Asyndetic (without dé), and reverting to the 
second person, the language of Paul is the more emphatic and vivid. — 
katnpyy@nte] In the first clause the stress is laid upon the dread separation 
which has befallen them, in the second on the benefit thereby lost,—a 
striking alternation of emphasis. The pregnant expression, xarapyeioa amé 
tivoc,® is to be resolved into xarapyeioba: Kal ywpifecbar a6 tuvoc, that is, to 
come to nothing in regard to the relation hitherto subsisting with any one, so that 
we are parted from him." Hence the sense is: your connection with Christ is 
annulled, cancelled: axexéryre.* Justification by the law and justification for 
Christ’s sake are in truth opposita, ‘‘ opposites” (works—faith), so that the one 
excludes the other. —oirwec év véum Sixatovofe| ye who are being justified 
through the law. The directly assertive and present dccacovobe is said from the 
mental standpoint of the subjects concerned, in whose view of the matter 
the way of salvation is this : ‘‘ through the law, with which our conduct 
agrees (comp. iii. 11), we become just before God.’ Hence the concrete 
statement is not to be weakened either by taking dicavovofa: in the sense of 
Cyreiv dixatovoba, ii. 17,° or by attributing a hypothetical sense to oitcvec.” 


1 Moldenhauer, Flatt, Riickert, Olshau- 6 Comp. Rom. ix. 3; 2 Cor. xi. 3; see gen- 
sen, Wieseler. erally, Fritzsche ad Rom. II. p. 250. 

2 Comp. Jas. ii. 10. 7 Just the same in Rom. vii. 2, 6. 

3 Acts xiii. 38, xv. 10; Rom. viii. 3. 8 Oecumenius. 

4 Aut... aut indicates an exclusive alter- » Riickert, Baumgarten-Crusius, and earli- 
native. If one member be true, the other er expositors. 
must be false. 10 Hofmann, who erroneously compares 


5 Comp. Rom. vi. 14 f., xi. 6. Thue. vy. 16. 1, 
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Whomsoever Paul Acts with his oirwee x.7.2., he also means. — tHe yapitos 
ééeréoare| that is, ye have forfeited the relation of being objects of divine 
grace. The opposite : imd yapwy eivac (Rom, vi. 14), to which divine grace 
faith has led (Rom. vy. 2).1_ Whoever becomes righteous by obedience to the 
law, becomes so no longer by the grace of God,* but by works acccord- 
ing to desert ;* so that thus his relation of grace towards God (which is 
capable of being lost) has ceased. 

Ver. 5. Ground e contrario, ‘on the contrary,” for the judgment passed in 
ver. 4 on those becoming righteous by the law ; derived, not generally from 
what makes up the essence of the Christian state,* but specially from the 
specific way in which Paul and those like him expect to be justified. The 
reasoning presupposes the certainity, of which the apostle was conscious, 
that the jee are those who are not separated from Christ and have not fallen 
from grace. — jueic] we, on our part : ‘‘ quia nobis dissentiunt, habeant sibi,” 
“(Let those who differ from us keep their views to themselves,” Bengel. — 
mveipare éx tiotewc] is not (with Luther) to be considered as one idea (‘‘ Spir- 


itu qui ex fide est,” ‘‘through the Spirit who is of faith),” since there is no 
contrast with any other spirit, but rather as two points opposed to the év 
vou in ver. 4: ‘by means of the Spirit, from faith, we expect,” etc. ; so 


that the Holy Spirit is the divine agent, and faith in Christ is the subjective 
source of our expectation.® Wemust not therefore explain rvebuare either as 
the spirit of man simply,* or (comp. on Rom. viii. 4) as the spiritual nature 
of man sanctified by the Holy Spirit ;” but similarly to ver. 16, as the objective 
mvevpa &ytov, which is the divine principle of spiritual life in Christians, and 
which they have received é£& ako7e riotewc.* And the Holy Spirit is the divine 
mainspring of Christian hope, as being the potential source of all Christian 
dispositions and of Christian life in general, and as the earnest and surety 
of eternal life in particular.° —éArida dixacoobvyc arexdey. | arexdé yeoOau (Rom. 
viii. 19, 28, 25; 1 Cor. i. 7 ; Phil. iii. 20; 1 Pet. iii. 20) does not indeed 
denote that he who waits zs wholly spent in waiting,’ but rather! the persist- 
ent awaiting, which does not slacken until the time of realization.’ The 
genitive dicaootyyc is not appositionis, ‘‘one of apposition,” so that the 
sense would be : “ the righteousness hoped for by us,” the genitive with éric¢ 
never being used in this way ; but it is the objective genitive : the hope of 
being justified, namely, in the judgment, where we shall be declared by 
Christ as righteous. At variance with the context, since justification itself 


1 On the figurative éxminrevy, comp. 2 Pet. 
iii. 17; Plut. Gracch. 21: éxmecetv kai orep- 
eaOat THs mpos Tov SHmov evvoias, Polyb. xii. 
14.7; Lucian, Cont. 14; Ecclus. xxxi. 4. 

2 Swpedv, Rom. iii. 24. 

3 Rom. iv. 11, 16, xi. 6. 

4 Hofmann. 

5 On mvevuart, comp. Rom. vii. 6, viii. 4, 
15 f., Eph. i. 13 f., ii. 22, e¢ al.; and on é& 
miotews, COMP. ii. 16, iv. 22, Rom. i. 17, iii. 22, 
ix. 30, x. 6, e¢ al. 

6 With Grotius, Borger, Fritzsche, and 
others. 


7 Winer, Paulus, Riickert, and others ; 
comp. Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Hof- 
mann. : 

Sill, 2) 5, iv. 6. 

®2 Cor. i. 22, v.5; Eph. i. 14; Rom. viii. 
11, 23. 

10 Hofmann. 

11 Comp. generally Winer, de verb. compos. 
IV. p. 14. 

12.¢, F. A. Fritzsche in Fritzschior. Opuse, 
p. 156. 

13 Wieseler. 
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is in question (see ver. 4) [See Note LXVIII., p. 243], others understand it 
as the subjective genitive, as that which righteousness has to hope for, that is, 
the hoped for reward of righteousness, namely, eternal life.? The fact that the 
dixacoobvy itself- -that is, the righteousness of faith, and not that of a holy 
life,’—is presented as something futwre, need not in itself surprise us, 
because during the temporal life it exists indeed through faith, but may 
nevertheless be lost (see vv. 2, 4), and is not yet a definitive possession, which 
it only comes to be at the judgment (Rom. viii. 33 f.). In a corresponding 
way, the viofecia, although it has been already entered upon through faith 
(ili. 26, iv. 5), is also the object of hope (Rom. viii. 28). This at the same 
time explains why Paul here speaks in particular of an 2A mi¢ dikasoobvyc 3 he 
thereby indicates the difference between the certainty of salvation in the con- 
sciousness (Rom. vill. 24) of the true Christians, and the confidence, depend- 
ent upon works, felt by the legally righteous, who say : év véum dixar- 
obueba, because in their case the becoming righteous is something in a con- 
tinuous course of growth by means of meritorious obedience to the law. 
Lastly, the expression arexdéyeodar éArida is not to be explained by the sup- 
position that Paul, when he wrote é/rida, had it in his mind to make éyouev 
follow, ‘—an interpretation which is all the more arbitrary, because there is 
no intervening sentence which might divert his thought,—but the hope is 
treated objectively,® so that arexdéveod a éArida belongs to the category of the 
familiar expressions (7v Biov, miotebew ddfav :° tArida. . . The 
Catholic doctrine of the gradual increase of righteousness” is entirely un- 
Pauline, although favored by Romang, Hengstenberg, and others. Justifi- 
cation does not, like sanctification, develop itself and increase ; but it has, 
as its moral consequence (iv. 6), sanctification through the Spirit which is 
given to him who is justified by faith. Thus Christ is to us dcaasoobvn te Kat 
dytacuoc, 1 Cor. i. 80. 

Ver. 6. Warrant for the é riorewc : for in Christ Jesus, in fellowship with 
Christ (in the relation of the év Xpior@ elvaz), neither circwmeision nor uncir- 
cumeision is of any avail ; the fact of a man being or not being circumcised 
is of no influence, but faith, which is operative through love, sc. iavber tr. The 
rt toyver is to be left in the same general and unlimited form in which it 
stands. Circumcision and uncircumcision are circumstances of no effect or 
avail in Christianity. And yet they were in Galatia the points on which 
the disturbance turned ! On the faith active in love, which is the effective 
saving element in the state of the Christian, comp. 1 Tim. i. 5; 1 Thess, i. 


mpoodokaov.at. 


1 Hofmann, in fact, arrives at the same re- also Weiss, bibl. Theol. pp. 333, 341. 


sult, although he rejects the interpretation 
of the genitive as the gen. subjecti ; ** To wait 
for the blessing of righteousness already pre- 
pared for him, which constitutes the substance 
of his hope,’’—consequently for the orépavos 
of his dicacocvvy, 2 Tim. iy. 8 (see Huther in 
loc. ed. 3). 

2S0 Pelagius, Beza, Piscator, Hunnius, 
Calovius, Bengel, Rambach, Baumgarten, 
Zachariae, Koppe, Borger, Paulus, Win- 
dischmann, Reithmayr, and others ; comp. 


3 Holsten. 

4 Winer, Usteri, Schott. 

5 Comp. on Col. i. 5; Rom. viii. 24; Heb. 
vi. 18. 

6 Lobeck, Paralip. p. 501 ff. Comp. Acts 
xxiy. 15: €Awida . . . Hv Kai avtol obtoL mpoo- 
Séxorrat, Tit. ii. 13; Job ii. 9; Isa. xxviii. 
10; 2 Mace. vii. 14; Eur. Alc. 180: viv dé tiv’ 
ett Blov éAnida mpocdéxwuar ; Dem. 1468. 13. 

7 Trident. vi. 10. 24, Dollinger. 
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3; 1 Cor. xiii.; also Jas. ii. 22. By means of this faith man is caiv7 xriosc, 
vi. 15. Bengel well says: ‘‘Cum fide conjunxit ver. 5, spem, nunc amorem ; 
in his stat totus Christianismus,” ‘‘ with faith, he joined in v. 5 hope, and now 
love ; in these all Christianity consists.” How very necessary it was for the 
Galatians that prominence should be given to the activity of faith in love, 
may be seen from vv. 15, 20, 26. The passive view of évepyovu., which is 
given by the Fathers and many Catholics, such as Bellarmine, Estius, Reith- 
mayr, in whom the interest of dogmatic controversy against the Protestants 
came toa great extent into play, is erroneous, because évepyeioba: in the 
N. T. is always middle (vim suam exserere), ‘‘ to exert its force.”’ It does 
not mean, ‘‘ having been rendered energetic through love,”? but working through 
love, expressing thereby its vital power. Moreover, our passage is not at 
variance with justification solely by faith : ‘‘ opera fieri dicit ex fide per car- 
itatem, non justificari hominem per caritatem,” ‘‘ He says that works are 
done from faith by love, not that man is justified by love,” Luther. Comp. 
Calovius : ‘‘ Formatam * etiam fidem apostolus refellit, cum non per carita- 
tem formam suam accipere vel formari, sed per caritatem operosam vel effica- 
cem esse docet. Caritatem ergo et opera non fidem constituere, sed consequi 
et ex eadem flwere certum est,” ‘‘The Apostle also refutes fides formata, 
since he teaches that it does not receive its form, neither is it formed by 
love, but that through love it is active or efficacious. It is certain, there- 
fore, that love and works do not constitute faith, but follow it, and flow 
from it.” It must, however, be observed that love (the opposite of all self- 
ishness) must be, from its nature, the continuous moral mediwm of the oper- 
ation in faith in those who are thereby justified,* 1 Cor. xiii. 1 ff.° 

Vv. 7-9. How naturally—and, in conformity with the apostle’s lively 
emotion, asyndetically—the utterance of this axiom of the Christian char- 
acter and life, which the readers had formerly obeyed, is followed by disap- 
proving surprise at the fact that they had not remained faithful to it (ver. 
7), and then by renewed warning against the false teachers, based on the un- 
godly nature (ver. 8) and the destructive influence (ver. 9) of their opera- 
tions ! —érpéyere xadoc] that is, your Christian behavior—your Christian 
life and effort—was in course of excellent development. A figurative mode 
of presenting the activity of spiritual life very frequently used by the apos- 
tle.® — ric tude évéxowe] A question of surprise (comp. iii. 1): who hindered 
you?" In Polyb. xxi. 1. 12 it is used with the dative. So also Hippocr. 
pp. 28, 85 ; for it means properly : to make an incision. — r@ daySela wp 
reiteodat] from obeying the truth, that is, the true gospel, according to which 
faith alone is that which justifies. 7 is employed, as usual, after verbs of 


1See on 2 Cor. i. 6; Fritzsche, a@ Rom. 
vii. 6, II. p. 18. 

2 Reithmayr. 

8 The “ fides formata” is also found here 
by Bisping, and especially Reithmayr, fol- 
lowing the Trid. Sess. vi. 7, de justif. See, 
on the other hand, Apol. Conf. Aug p. 81 f. 
[Book of Concord (Jacobs), p. 102 f.] 

4 Comp. also Dorner, Gesch. d. prot. Theol. 


Dp. 282 ff. 

5 Comp. Lipsius, Rechtfert. p. 192; Romang, 
in Stud. u. Krit. 1867, p. 90 ff., who, how- 
ever, concedes too much to the idea of fides 
Jormata. 

§ Comp. ii. 2; Phil. iii. 11. 

7Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 18; Rom. xy. 22; 
Pet in. 
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hindering.’ The injinitive with nf denotes that which, so far as the will of 
the hinderer is concerned, shall not take place. —7 revouov9 «.7.A.] After 
the surprise comes the warning.? Whether, however, the word is to be un- 
derstood actively, as persuasion, or passively, as compliance, is a point which 
must be decided in the several passages by the context. In this passage it 
is understood as persuasion by Mss. of the Itala (suasio), Vulgate (persuasio), 
Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin, Beza, Cornelius 8 Lapide, Wolf, Michaclis, Zach- 
ariae, Koppe, Borger, Flatt, Paulus, Usteri, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, 
Matthias, Holsten, and others ; on the other hand, Chrysostom,* Oecume- 
nius,* Theophylact,® Luther (1519 and 1524 ; but in 1538, and in his transla- 
tion : such persuasion), and others,* explain it as compliance,’ which, how- 
ever, does not fit the word used absolutely. The latter rather yields the 
thought: The persuasion is not of your caller, is not a thing proceeding from 
God (see, on the contrary, 2 Cor. xi. 15). Paul would have this applied to 
the mode of operation of the pseudo-apostles, who worked upon the Gala- 
tians by persuasion (talking over), so that they did not remain obedient to 
the truth, but turned a7 rod kadéoavtoe avrove év yapite Xpiotod to an érepov 
evayyédov (i. 6). If it were to be taken as compliance, some more precise 
definition must have been appended ;* because compliance is ungodly not 
in itself, but only according to the nature of the demand, the motive, and 
the moral circumstances generally. Some have made it to mean credulitas, 
‘‘credulity,” ° but the sense of the word is thus altered. The talking over, 
however, did not need anything added, since it is of itself, in matters of 
faith at any rate, objectionable ; hence it was very superfluous in Luther, 
Grotius, and many others, to take the article as demonstrative. Moreover, 
the active sense is excellently adapted to the designation of God by 6 xatév 
jac, inasmuch as the talking over is a mode of operating on men character- 
istically different from the divine calling: the former not befitting the 


1 See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 810f.; Pflugk, 
ad Eur. Hec. 867; Winer, p. 561. 

2% mevcnovy occurs again only in Apoll. 
Synt. p. 195. 10, in Eustath. (J. «, p. 687. 5, a, 
pp. 21, 26, et w.; see Wetstein), and in the 
Fathers (Ignat. ad Rom. 3 interpol.,; Just. 
Mart. Ap. I. 53, p. 87; Epiph. Haer. xxx. 21; 
Chrysostom, ad 1 Thess. i. 4. 

3 ovK emt ToVTOLS ExdAETEY UMaS 6 KAAOY, WOTE 
oUTw cadeverOar, ‘‘He who called you did not 
call you on these conditions in order that 
you thus waver.” 

4 7d meta Ojvat Tols A€yovawy Vuiv mepLTewvEer- 
Sar, ‘to be persuaded by those bidding you 
be circumcised.”’ 

57d meiderdar toils amataow, “to obey 
those deceiving.” 

6 Including Morus, Winer, Riickert, Mat- 
thies, Olshausen, Reiche, Hofmann, Reith- 
mayr. 

7 This view serves to explain the omis- 
sion of the ov« in D*, min., Cod. lat. in Jer. 
and Sedul. Clar. Germ. Or. (once), Lucifer. 


15 


Theodoret also appears not to have read it, 
as he gives the explanation: idvov @eod 76 
kadeiv, TO 5é weider3ar THY akovdvtwr, ‘it is 
the prerogative of God to call ; of the hear- 
ers, to obey.” 

8 At least vuayv, which is actually read by 
Syr. Erp. codd. in Jer. Lucif. Aug. Ambro- 
siast. Sedul. Arm. has atry yap mecopovy. 
Vomel and Hofmann seek to remove the in- 
definiteness by reading instead of the ar- 
ticle the relative »: which obedience. But, 
according to this view, 7 meov. must have 
been correlative to the foregoing metSeadar 
(comp. Wisd. xvi. 2), and this consequently 
must have been defined not negatively, but 
positively, somewhat as if Paul, instead 
of 77 aAnd. wh meiSecdar, had written érépw 
evayycdiw reidecdar. But having written r. 
aAnd. 4h reidecdat, he must, in correlation 
with “y reideodat, have continued relatively 
with 9 ameideca. 

9 Estius, Winer, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others. 
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divine dignity like the latter ; the former bound up with human premedi- 
tation, art, and importunity, taking place éy rewovic cogiag Adyorg (1 Cor. ii. 
4), counteracting free self-determination, and so forth.’ Bengel, Morus, 
and de Wette understand it as obstinacy (the ‘‘clinging to prejudices,” de 
Wette), making it correspond with the foregoing rH aAySela py revdeoba. 
So also Ewald, although translating it as self-confidence, and comparing 
riovvoc. But the passages cited above from Eustathius do not make good 
this signification ; and, in particular, Od. x. p. 785. 22, is quite improperly 
adduced in its favor.? Reiche, preferring the signification compliance, takes 
the sentence as asking indignantly : ‘‘Annon assensus, obsequium veritati 
praestandum e Deo est, qui vos vocavit ?” ‘‘Is not then assent, obedience to 
the truth to be rendered from God, who has called you ?” But why should 
Paul have expressed this by the singular word zevovovg not used by him else- 
where, instead of the current and unambiguous r/ori¢ or braKoy ti7¢ TiaTEws ? 
By employing the latter, he would, in fact, have also suited the foregoing 
me(Seotat. — The xaddv tuacis neither Christ* nor the apostle,4 but God.° The 
present participle is not to be understood of a continuing call ‘ad resipiscen- 
tiam,” ‘‘to repentance,” ° a view at variance with the constant use of the abso- 
lute xaAeiv,’ nor does it represent the calling as lasting up to the time of 
their yielding compliance against the truth,* which would be an idea foreign 
to the N. T. ;° but it is to be taken substantially, your caller, the definition 
of the time being left out of view.'? God, the caller to everlasting salvation, 
has assigned to every one, by calling him at his conversion," the ‘‘ normam 
totius cursus,” ‘‘rule of his entire course” (Bengel). — pixpa Chun x.t.2.] The 
meaning of this proverbial warning (see on 1 Cor. v. 6) is : ‘‘ If the false apos- 
tles have, by means of their persuasion, succeeded in making even but a small 
beginning in the work of imparting to you erroneous doctrines or false 
principles, this will develop itself to the corruption of your whole Christian 
faith and life.” So, taking the figure with reference to doctrine, in sub- 
stance also Chrysostom, Theophylact (who, however, explain pupa Chun too 
specially of cirewmcision), Luther, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, and many 
others, including Flatt and Matthies. It is true that the dogma of his op- 
ponents was in itself fundamentally subversive (as Wieseler objects); but 
its influence had not yet so far developed itself, that the fiuy might not 
have been still designated relatively as yxpd. Others interpret it as refer- 
ring to persons : ‘‘ vel pauci homines perperam docentes possunt omnem coe- 
tum corrumpere,” ‘‘even a few men teaching erroneously can corrupt an 
entire body,” Winer ;” but against this it may be urged that the nwmber of 


1 Comp. Soph. Fragm. 744, Dind.: Setvor ro ® Hofmann. 
7as Ilewtovs mpoowrov. Aesch. Agam. 385: °1.6; Weiss. bibl. Theol. p. 386 f. 
Bara 8 a TaAawa reudo, 10 Comp. 1 Thess. v. 24; Winer, p. 331. 
2 See Reiche, p. 79 f. 11 Phil. iii. 14. 
3 Theophylact, Erasmus, Michaelis, and 12 Comp. Theodoret, Jerome, Augustine, 
others. Erasmus, Grotius. Estius, Locke, Bengel, 
* Locke, Paulus. Borger, Paulus, Usteri, Schott, de Wette, 
5 See oni. 6. Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann, Windisch- 
6 Beza. mann, Reithmayr, and others, 


71, 6, v. 18; Rom. viii. 30, e¢ al. 
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the false teachers, as it is in itself a matter of indifference, and does not 
acquire greater significance through their having intruded themselves from 
without, remains also unnoticed throughout the epistle, and the point in 
question was solely the influence of their teaching (comp. reouorf), which 
was the leaven threatening to spread destructively. 

Ver. 10. After the warning in vy. 8, 9, Paul now assures his readers how 
he cherishes confidence in them, that their sentiments would be in con- 
formity with this warning ; but those who led them astray would meet 
with punishment. — éyé] with emphasis : J on my part, however much my 
opponents may think that they have won over your judgment to their side. 
Groundlessly and arbitrarily Rickert affirms that what Paul says is not alto- 
gether what he means, namely, ‘‘I indeed have done all that was possible, 
so that I may be allowed to hope,” ete. —eic¢ tuac] towards you.*? Usually 
with the dative or éxi. — év kvpiv] In Christ, in whom Paul lives and moves, 
he feels also that his confidence rests and is grounded.* — ovdév aAAo] is re- 
ferred by most expositors, including Luther, Calvin, Winer, Riickert, 
Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Ewald, to the 
previous purport of the epistle generally as directed against Judaism. But 
what is there to warrant this vague reference ? The warning which imme- 
diately precedes in vv. 8, 9 (not ver. 7, to which Wieseler, Hofmann, and 
others arbitrarily go back) has the first claim to have oidéy ado referred to 
it, and is sufficiently important for the reference. The antithesis 6 dé rapdo- 
cwv also suits very appropriately the subjects of that warning, 7 recowov7 and 
Cin, both of which terms characterize the action of the seducers. Usteri 
interprets: that ye will not allow any other than your hitherto subsisting 
sentiments.” No, a change, that is, a correction of the sentiments pre- 
viously existing, is precisely what Paul hopes for. — ¢povicere] ye will have 
no other sentiments (the practical determination of thought). The future 
(comp. vi. 16) refers to the time when the letter would be received. Hither- 
to, by their submissiveness towards those who were troubling them, they 
seemed to have given themselves up to another mode of thinking, which 
was not the right one. — 6 dé rapdcowv iuac] The singular denotes not, as in 
2 Cor. xi. 4, the totwm genus, but, as is more appropriate to the subsequent 
boric dv 4, the individual who happened to be the troubler in each actual 
case.© The idea that the apostle refers to the chief person among his op- 
ponents, who was well known to him,°—formerly even guessed at by name, 
and identified with Peter himself (Jerome),—has no warrant in the epistle. 
See, on the contrary, even ver. 12, and compare i. 7, iv. 17. — bore av 9] is 
to be left entirely general : without distinction of personal position, be he, when 
the case occurs, who he will. The reference to high repute’ would only be 


1 Comp. i. 7 ff., iii. 1. 5 Comp. Bernhardy, p. 315. 

2 Comp. Wisd. xvi. 24. 6 Erasmus, Luther, Pareus, Estius, Ben- 

3 Comp. Phil. ii. 24; 2 Thess. iii. 4; Rom. gel, Riickert, Olshausen, Ewald, and others ; 
xiv. 14. comp. also Usteri. 

4 dAdo, comp. Lys. in Hratosth. 48 ; érepos is 7 Theodoret, Theophylact, Luther, Estius, 


more frequently thus used, see on Phil. iii. and many others; including Koppe, Flatt, 
15, Riickert, de Wette. 
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warranted, if 5 rapdoc. applied definitely to some particular person. — 76 
kpiua] the judicial sentence kar’ éZoynv, that is, the condemnatory sentence of 
the (impending) last judgment.? Of excommunication” the context con- 
tains nothing.* — Bacrdce:] the judicial sentencc is conceived as something 
heavily laid on,4 which the condemned one carries away as he leaves the 
judgment-seat. The idea of AayBdvew xpiva® is not altogether the same. 
Ver. 11. But I, on my part. The Judaistic teachers, whom the apostle 
thus confronts, had,*° as is evident from our passage—with the view of 
weakening the hindrance, which among Pauline churches they could not 
but encounter in the authority of the apostle opposing them—alleged (per- 
haps making use of Timothy’s circumcision, Acts xvi. 3, for this purpose) 
that Paul himself still (in other churches) preached cirewmeision ; that is, 
that, when Gentiles went over to Christianity, they should allow themselves 
to be circumcised. This calumny’ was sufficiently absurd to admit of his 
dismissing it, as he does here, with all brevity, and with what a striking 
experimental proof! [See Note LXIX., p. 248.] But if I am still preach- 
ing circumcision, wherefore am I still persecuted? For the persecution on the 
part of the Jews was based on the very fact of the atagonism to the law, 
which characterized his preaching of the Crucified One. See the sequel. 
— ei mepitouyy ét knpboow| Paul mightalso have said, el 7m. &. éx#pvooor, Tt. é. 
édtoxdunv av, for he means what objectively is not a real matter of fact. But 
he transfers himself directly into the thought of his opponents, and just as 
directly shows its absurdity ; he assumes the reality of what his opponents 
asserted, and then by the apodosis annuls it as preposterous : hence the sense 
cannot be, as it is defined by Holsten, that his persecution on account of no 
longer preaching circumcision had not, possibly, the alleged pretext of 
making the Gentiles complete members of the theocracy, but only the one 
motive of national vanity and selfishness, to annul the offence of the cross.® 
— The emphasis is laid on repitoujv ; but érz, still,° does not convey the idea 
that Paul, as apostle, had formerly preached circumcision. For although 


1 Comp. Rom. ii. 3, iii. 8; 1 Cor. xi. 29. 


2 Locke, Borger. 

3 Jatho also explains the word as referring 
to this and other ecclesiastical penalties. 
But it was not the manner of the apostle to 
call for the discipline of the church in so in- 
direct and veiled a fashion (comp. 1 Cor. v.). 

42 Kings xviii. 14. 

5Rom. xiii. 2; Jas. iii. 1; Luke xx. 47, 
et al. 

6 See Chrysostom. 

7Comp. also Hilgenfeld in his Zeitzschr. 
1860, p. 216 ff. 

8 Holsten has, in a special excursus (Z. 
Evang. ad. Paul. u. Petr. p. 387 ff.), acutely 
explained his interpretation, and endeavor- 
ed to vindicate it. At the close he puts it 
in this shape: “ Paul wishes to denounce 
to the Galatians the secret, unexpressed 
ground of his persecution on the part of his 
opponents : ‘J, dear brethren, am only perse- 


cuted because I no longer preach circumcision ; 
Sor, if I still preach it as the divine will, why 
am I still persecuted ?— Thus indeed is the of- 
Jence of the cross annulled!” But still Paul 
must have had some special inducement 
for proposing, in ei «.7.A., anotoriously non- 
real case as a logical reality ; and this in- 
ducement could only be found in the cor- 
responding accusation of his opponents. 
Otherwise it would be difficult to see why 
he should not have thrown his language 
into such a form, that the protasis should 
have begun either with «i and the imper_ 
fect or with or: (because), and the expression 
of the apodoses should have undergone cor- 
responding modification. According to Hol- 
sten’s view, the words have a dialectic enig- 
matical obscurity, which, looking at the sim- 
plicity of the underlying idea, would be 
without motive. 
® See Schneider, ad Plat. Rep. p. 449 C. 


CHAPS Vy lide 229 
the enlightenment of the Holy Spirit produced in none of the apostles at once 
and absolutely the laying aside of all religious error previously cherished, 
but led them forward by gradual and individual development into the whole 
truth ;* yet in the case of Paul especially, just because he was converted 
in the midst of his zealotry for the law, the assumption that he had still 
preached the necessity of circumcision for salvation, and had thus done 
direct homage to the fundamental error opposed to the revelation of God in 
him (i. 15), and to His gospel which had been revealed to him (i. 11 f.), 
would be quite wnpsychological. And in a historical point of view it would 
be at variance with the decidedly antinomistic character of his whole apos- 
tolic labors as known to us,” as well as with the circumstance that the 
requirement of circumcision in the case of the Gentile Christians, Acts xv., 
came upon the apostolical church as something quite new and unheard of, 
and therefore produced so much excitement, and in fact occasioned the 
apostolic conference. In a purely exegetical point of view, moreover, such 
an assumption is not compatible with rt: érz dvéxowa:, because we should 
thereby be led to the inference that, so long as Paul preached circumcision, 
he had not been persecuted ; and yet at the very beginning of his Christian 
labors he was persecuted by the Jews.* Riickert* is of opinion that in 
using érz they only mean to say that Paul, although he preached Christ, 
required that, notwithstanding this, they should still allow themselves to be 
circumcised. Comp. Olshausen, who refers ér to the inferiority of the ten- 
dency. Butin Olshausen’s view, the reference to an earlier kyptrrew repitouhy 
still remains unremoved ; and in that of Riickert, the ér: is unwarrantably 
withdrawn from the apostle and passed over to the side of those to whom he 
preached. Even if (with Hofmann °) we understand the ér as in contradis- 
tinction to the earlier time, when the preaching of circumcision had been of 
general occurrence and had been in its due place, the reference of this érz is 
transferred to a general practice of the earlier time, although, according to the 
words of the apostle, it clearly and distinctly assumes his own previous 
khpvocewy rept. The correct view is the usual one, adopted also by Winer, 
Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Wieseler, that é: points back 
to the period before the conversion of the apostle. Certainly the objection is 
made,® that Paul at that time, as a Jew among Jews, and coming in contact 
with Jewish Christians only, had no occasion at all to preach circumcision. 
But looking at our slight acquaintance with the circumstances of the 
apostle’s pre-Christian life, this conclusion is formed much too rashly. For, 


ent time.’ Thisis also unsuitable, because 
ei would introduce a sumtio ficti, “the as- 


1 See Liicke’s apt remarks on John ii. 10, 
p. 501, 


2 Comp. Acts xxi. 21. 

3 Acts ix. 24f.; 2 Cor. xi. 32 f. 

4Comp. Baumgarten-Crusius 
Wette. 

5 According to Hofmann, the apostle’s 
meaning is, “that they would have no 
Jonger any cause for persecuting him, so 
soon as his preaching of Jesus Christ should 
be that, which it is not—a continuance of 
the preaching of circumcision at the pres- 


and de 


sumption of what is false,’ and that indeed 
in the view of Paul himself. Certainly é& 
with the present indicative might be so 
put ; but in the apodosis the optative with 
av must have been used, as is the case in 
the passages compared by Hofmann him- 
self (Xen. Anqbd. vii. 6. 15, v. 6.12. See also 
Memor. ii. 2. 3; Bornemann, ad Sympos. 4. 
10, 5. 7; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 487). 
6 See Reithmayr and Hofmann. 
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as Cyiwrhe for God and the law,' Saul, who was an energetic and? esteemed 
Pharisaic Rabbi, might often have had occasion enough to preach and to 
defend circumcision, partly in the interest of proselytizing, and partly also 
in polemic conflict with Christians in and beyond Judaea, who maintained 
that their faith, and not their circumcision, was the cause of salvation. — 
ri ére Stdxouar;| This érv also, which by most? is taken as logical, as in Rom. 
iii. 7, ix. 19, cannot without arbitrary procedure be understood otherwise 
than as temporal: ‘‘Why am I yet always persecuted?” Why have they 
not yet ceased to persecute me ?”” They could not but in fact have seen how 
groundless this didxcev was !— dpa xargpyrtat x.7.2.] apa is, as always, igitur, 
rebus sic se habentibus, ‘‘ therefore, as matters are” (if, namely, I still preach 
circumcision). Paul gives information concerning the foregoing question, — 
how far,namely, there no longer existed any cause, etc. : thus therefore is the 
offence of the. cross done away, that is, the occasion for the rejection of the 
gospel, which isafforded by the circumstance that the death of Christ on the 
cross is preached as the only ground of salvation.* If Paul had at the same 
time preached circumcision also as necessary to salvation, then would the Jew 
have seen his law upheld, and the cross would have been inoffensive to him ; 
but when, according to his decisive principle, ii. 21, he preached the death 
of the cross as the end of the law (iii. 13; Rom. x. 3, ef al.), and rejected 
all legal righteousness—then the Jew took offence at the cross, and rejected 
the faith.® To take it as an interrogation °—with which the accentuation 
might have been dpa (comp. on ii. 17)—appears logically not inappropriate 
after ri ére duéxowa, but yields a less striking continuation of the discourse. 
Ver. 12. The vivid realization of the doings of his opponents, who were 
not ashamed to resort even to such falsehood (ver. 11), now wrings from 
his soul a strong and bitterly sarcastic wish’ of holy indignation : Would 
that they, who set you in commotion, might mutilate themselves ! that they who 
attach so much importance to circumcision, and thercby create commotion 
among you, might not content themselves with being circumcised, but 
might even have themselves. emasculated ! On é¢geov as a particle, see on 
1 Cor. iv. 8. ‘‘Omnino autem observandum est (‘‘It is generally to be ob- 
served that”) SdeAov* non nisi tum adhiberi, quum quis optat, ut fuerit ali- 
quid, vel sit, vel futurum sit, quod non fuit aut est aut futurum est,” ‘‘is 
employed only when one desires something to have been, or to be in the 
present or future, which has not been, or is not, or will not be,” Her- 
mann, ad Viger. p. 756. It is but very seldom used with the future, as 


1Acts xxii. 3; comp. Gal. i. 14; Phil. being able to appeal to the revealed law, 


iii. 5. would thereby assume a shape in which it 
2 Comp. Acts xxii. 4, 5. would cease to be dangerous.”’ How arbi- 
3 Including de Wette and Wieseler. trarily the thought is imported! And yet 
$7 Corsi. 23), bhileait a8: the wish, if earnestly meant, would be at all 
5 Comp. Chrysostom and Theophylact. events ast/lyone. Fora similar instance of 
° Syr., Bengel on ver. 12, Usteri, Ewald, a bitterly pointed saying against the Judais- 

and others. tic overvaluing of circumcision, see Phil. 
7 According to Hofmann, indeed, it is iii. 2. 

“ quite earnestly meant,” and is supposed to 8 As to the form édedAov, see Interpr. ad 


contain the thought that ‘ their perversity, Moer. p. 285 f. 
which is now rendered dangerous by their 
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Lucian, Soloec. 1.1 —xaé] the climactic ‘‘even,” not that of the correspond- 
ing relation of retribution,’ in which sense it would be only superfluous and 
cumbrous. — aroxéyovra:] denotes castration,*® either by incision of the vena 
seminalis (Deut. xxiii. 1) or otherwise.* Owing to xa/, which, after ver. 11, 
points to something more than the circumcision therein indicated, this in- 
terpretation is the only one suited to the context : it is followed by Chry- 
sostom and his successors, Jerome, Ambrose, Augustine, Cajetanus, Grotius, 
Estius, Wetstein, Semler, Koppe, and many others ; also Winer, Riickert, 
Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, 
Reithmayr, Holsten ; comp. Ewald, who explains it of a still more com- 
plete mutilation, as does Pelagius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and others. In 
opposition to the context, others, partly influenced by an incorrect aesthet- 
ical standard,° and sacrificing the middle signification,—which is always 
reflexive in Greek prose writers,° and is also to be maintained throughout in 
the N. T."— have found in it the sense: ‘‘ evitiwm imprecatur impostoribus,” 
‘‘He imprecates destruction against. impostors ;” * or have explained it of 
the divine extirpation ;° or : ‘‘may they be excommunicated ;'° or : may all 
opportunity of perverting you be taken from them ;”!! or: ‘‘ may they cut 
themselves off from you.” [See Note LXX., p. 244.]— dvacraroiy] stronger 
than rapdoocev, means here to stir wp (against true Christianity), to alarm.™ 
The word, used instead of the classic avdorarov roveiv, belongs to the later 
Greek." 

Ver. 13. ‘‘It is with justice that I speak so indignantly against those 
men ; for ye, who are being worked upon by them to bring you under the 
bondage of the law, have received God’s call to the Messianic kingdom for 
an object entirely different, —in order that ye may be free.” ‘Thus the 
apostle again reminds his readers of the great benefit already indicated in 
ver. 1, but now with the view of inculcating its single necessary.moral 
limitation. — éw’ éAevdepia] that ye should be free; éxi used of the ethical aim 
of the cadeiv.1® — udvov uy x.t.A.| Limiting exhortation. But the verb, which 


1 See Hermann /. ¢c.; Graev. ad Luc. Sol. 
II. p. 730. 

2 Wieseler. 

3 Arrian, Epict. ii. 20. 19. 

4 See the passages in Wetstein. Comp. amo- 
coros, castrated, Strabo, xiii. p. 630; amoxe- 
xoupévos, Deut. xxiii. 1. 

5 Comp. Calovius: “‘ glossa impura,”’ “an 
impure gloss.”’ 

6 Kiihner, IT. p. 19. 

7 Winer, p. 239. 

é Calvin, acknowledging, . however, the 
word as an allusion to circumcision ; Calo- 
vius, and others. 

® Wieseler. 

10 Hrasmus, Beza, Piscator, Cornelius & 
Lapide, Bengel, Michaelis, Zachariae, 
Morus Baumgarten-Crusius, Windisch- 
mann, and others; Luther, in his trans- 
lation, rendered it: to be extirpated (thus 


like Calvin); in his Commentary, 1519, he 
does not explain it specially, but speaks 
merely of a curse which is expressed. In 
1524, however, he says characteristically : 
“Si omnino volunt circumeidi, opto, ut et 
abscindantur et sint eunuchi illi amputatis 
testiculis et veretro, i. e., qui docere et 
gignere filios spirituales nequeunt, extra 
ecclesiam ejiciendi.” On the other hand, 
in the Commentary of 1538, he says quite 
simply, ‘‘allusit ... ad circumcisionem, 
q. d. cogunt vos circumcidi, utinam ipsi 
funditus et radicitus excindantur.”’ 

11 Elsner, Wolf, Baumgarten. 

12 Ellicott. 

13 Comp. Acts xvii. 6, xxi. 38. 

14 Sturz, dial. Mac. p. 146. 

15 Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 7; Eph. ii. 10; Soph. 
Oed. CO. 1459: rakiwp’ ed’ & cadets. 
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is obvious of itself (rpéwere, perhaps, or even éyere), is omitted, the omission 
rendering the address more compact and precise.’ This also corresponds 
(in opposition to Hofmann’s groundless doubt) to the usage of the Greeks 
after the prohibitory y#.°— cic agoppiy rh capi] for an occasion to the flesh ; do 
not use your liberty so that it may serve as an occasion for the non-spiritual, 
psychico-corporeal part of your nature to assert its desires which are 
contrary to God.* As to capé in the ethical sense, see Rom. iv. 1, vi. 19, 
vii. 14 ; John iii. 6. — adda dua tHe ayary¢ Sovd. 42242] but let love (through 
which your faith must work, ver. 6) be that by means of which ye stand in 
a relation of mutually rendered service. An ingenious juxtaposition of free- 
dom and brotherly serviceableness in that freedom.* The special contrast, how- 
ever, which is. here opposed to the general category of the cdpé, has its 
ground in the circumstances of the Galatians, and its warrant in what is about 
to be said of love in ver. 14. 

Ver. 14.° Reason assigned for the did rie aydmne x.t.A. just said : for the 
whole law is fulfilled in one utterance ; that is, compliance with the whole 
Mosaic law has taken place and exists, if one single commandment of it is 
complied with, namely, the commandment, ‘‘ Love thy neighbor as thyself.” 
If, therefore, ye through love serve one another, the whole point in dispute 
is thereby solved ; there can no longer be any discussion whether ye are 
bound to fulfil this or that precept of the law,— ye have fulfilled the whole 
law. ‘‘ Theologia brevissima et longissima ; brevissima quod ad verba et 
sententias attinet, sed usu et re ipsa latior, longior, profundior et sublimior 
toto mundo,” ‘‘ Theology the briefest and the longest ; the briefest, as to 
words and sentences, but in experience and fact wider, longer, deeper and 
higher than the whole world,” Luther. 6 ac véduoc ® places the totality of 
the law in contradistinction to its single utterance. The view of Hofmann, 
that ‘‘it denotes the law collectively as an unity, the fulfilment of which existing 
in the readers they have in the love which they are to show,” falls to the 
ground with the erroneous reading, to which it is with arbitrary artifice 
adapted ; as in particular, 6 ra¢ véuog means not at all the law as unity, but 
the whole law." In point of fact, the phrase does not differ from éAoc 6 véuoc, 
Matt. xxii. 40. Without alteration in the sense, the apostle might also 
have written rag yap 6 véuoc, which would only have made the emphasis fall 


1Comp. Matt. xxvi. 5; Buttmann, newt. 
Gr. 338. 

2See Heindorf, ad Plat. Prot. p. 315 B; 
Hartung, Partikell, II. p. 153; Klotz ad 
Devar. p. 669; Winer, p. 554 f. 

3 Comp. Rom. vii. 8. 

4 Comp. Rom. vi. 18, 22; 1 Cor. ix. 19; 
1 Pet. ii. 16.5 2. Pet. ii-19. 

5 Hofmann reads the verse : 6 y. mas vénos 
év Uply memAjpwrar ayamrnoes «.7.A. A form 
of the text so destitute of attestation (Ter- 
tullian alone has in vobis instead of év évi 
Adyw), that it is simply equivalent to a (very 
strange) conjecture. Also the omission of év 
7 is much too feebly attested. In the text, 


followed above, A BC & agree. 

6 Comp. 1 Tim. i. 16; Acts xix. 7, xx. 18; 
Soph. Hl. 1244; Phil. 18; Thue. ii. 7. 2, vili. 
93.3; Kriiger, § 50. 11. 12. 

7 [This is an approximate rendering of the 
passage, the meaning of which is not, to me 
at least, very clear. Hofmann seems to 
have been conscious of this want of clear- 
ness, for in his revised edition just issued 
he has considerably altered his mode of ex- 
pression, but still leaves the matter some- 
what obscure.—W. P. D.] Comp. also 2 
Mace. vi. 5; 3 Mace, vi. 2 e¢ al. ; Herod. i. 
111. 
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still more strongly on rac. —rerAjpwra] As to the reading, see the critical 
notes. The perfect denotes the fulfilment as complete and ready to hand, 
as in Rom. xiii. 8. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Estius, Baumgarten, Semler, Morus, Riickert, Matthies, Schott, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, de Wette, Wieseler, and others, have correctly explained rAnpoic- 
Sa of compliance with the law ; for the explanation comprehenditur, ‘is 
comprised,” ! that is, avaxedaAaiwita: (which, however, in Rom. xiii. 9 is dis- 
tinguished from rAnpovodac), is at variance with the universal usage of rAnpowv 
tov véuov in the N. T.? The thought is the same as in Rom. xiii. 8, 6 
dyandv tov érepov -véuov merAfpoxe, and xiii. 10, mAfpwua vduov 4 ayaa. 
Grotius interprets rAyp. in the same way as in Matt. v. 17: ‘‘sicuti rudi- 
menta implentur per doctrinam perfectiorem, ‘‘as rudiments are filled out 
by the more perfect doctrine.” This interpretation is incorrect on account 
of rac, and because a commandment of the Mosaic law itself is adduced. — 
év 7@] that is, in the saying of the law ; see Winer, p. 103. — dydrqoec] 
Lev. xix. 18. Respecting the imperative futwre, see on Matt. i. 21; and 
as to éavrév used of the second person, see on Rom. xiii. 9.2 On the idea of 
the o¢ éavr., see on Matt. xxii. 39.4 The neighbor is, for the Christian who 
justly (Matt. v. 17) applies to himself this Mosaic commandment, his fellow- 
Christian,® just as for the Jew it is his fellow-Jew. But how little this is to 
be taken as excluding any other at all, is shown not only by distinct intima- 
tions, such as vi. 10, 1 Thess. iii. 12, 2 Pet. i. 7, but also by the whole 
spirit of Christianity, which, as to this point, finds its most beautiful ex- 
pression in the example of the Samaritan (Luke x.) ; and Paul himself was 
a Samaritan of this kind towards Jews and Gentiles. — The question, how 
Paul could with justice say of the whole law that it was fulfilled by love 
toward one’s neighbor, is not to be answered, either by making vduoc signify 
the Christian law,® or by understanding it only of the moral law," or of the 
second table of the Decalogue,* or of every divinely revealed law in general ;° 
for, according to the connection of the whole epistle, 6 ra¢ vduoc cannot 
mean anything else than the whole Mosaiclaw. But it is to be answered by 
placing ourselves at the lofty spiritual standpoint of the apostle, from which 
he regarded all other commandments of the law as so thoroughly subordi- 
nate to the commandment of love, that whosoever has fulfilled this com- 
mandment stands in the moral scale and the moral estimation just as if he 
had fulfilled the whole law. From this lofty and bold standpoint every- 
thing, which was not connected with the commandment of love (Rom. xiii. 
8-10) fell so completely into the background,” that it was no longer con- 


1 Erasmus, Castalio, Luther, Calvin, Ram- 
bach, Michaelis, Zachariae, Koppe, Rosen- 
miiller, Winer, Usteri, Olshausen, Reiche, 
and others. 

2 Comp. éxmpmdAdvar 7. vouov, Herod. i.. 
199; so also Philo, de Abrah. I. p. 36. See vi. 
2; Matt. iii. 15; Rom. viii. 4, xiii. 8; Col. 
iv. 17. 

3 Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 447. 

4Comp. Cic de Legg. i. 12: ‘* Nihilo sese 
plus quam alterum homo diligat,” “Leta 


man love himself no more than he does 
another.” 

5 Comp. ver. 13, aAAyjAors, and see ver. 14. 

6 Koppe. 

7 Estius and many others. 

8 Beza and others; also Wieseler ; comp. 
Ewald. 

® Schott. 

10 Especially the precepts as to cultus, in 
the apostle’s view, were included among 
the crouxeia Tod Kécpoy, iy. 3. 
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sidered as aught to be separately and independently fulfilled ; on the 
contrary, the whole law appeared already accomplished in Jove, that is, in the 
state of feeling and action produced by the Spirit of God (ver. 22 f.; Rom. 
xv. 80), in which is contained the culminating point, goal, and consumma- 
tion of all parts of the law.!| The idea thus amounts to an dnpletio totius 
legis dilectione formata, ‘‘ fulfilment of the whole law, energized by love,” 
by which the claim of the law is satisfied (ver. 23). The view of Hofmann, 
that here the law comes into consideration only so far as it is not already 
fulfilled in faith ; that for the believer its requirement consists in the com- 
mandment of love, and even the realization of this is already existing in him, 
so that he has only to show the love wrought in him by God—simply 
emanates from the erroneous form of the text and the wrong interpretation 
of ver. 14 adopted by him. That the apostle, moreover, while adducing 
only the commandment of love toward one’s neighbor, does not exclude the 
commandment of love towards God,’ was obvious of itself to the Christian 
consciousness from the necessary connection between the love of God and 
the love of our neighbor.? Paul was induced by the scope of the context to 
bring forward the latter only (vv. 13, 15). 

Ver. 15. Adkvere cat xareobiere] A climactic figurative designation of the 
hateful working of party enmity, in which they endeavored mutually to 
hurt and destroy one another. Figurative expressions of this nature, de- 
rived from ravenous wild beasts, are elsewhere in use.* xarecfiew is not, 
however, to be understood * as to gnaw, but must retain the meaning which 
it always has, to eat up, to devour. Observe the climax of the three verbs, 
to which the passive turn of the final result to be dreaded also contributes : 
Ly b7O GAARAwY avarwbyre| lest ye be consumed one of another—consumamini ; 
that is (for Paul keeps by his figure), lest through these mutual party hos- 
tilities your life of Christian fellowship be utterly ruined and destroyed. 
What is meant is not the ceasing of their status as Christians,’ in other 
words, their apostasy ; but, by means of such hostile behavior in the very 
bosom of the churches, there is at length an utter end to what constitutes 
the Christian community, the organic life of which is mutually destroyed by 
its own members. 

Ver. 16. With the words ‘‘ But I mean” (iii. 17, iv. 1) the apostle intro- 
duces, not something new, but a deeper and more comprehensive exhibition 
and discussion of that which, in vv. 13-15, he had brought home to his 
readers by way of admonition and of warning—down to ver. 26. Hofmann 
is wrong in restricting the illustration merely to what follows after 4714, 
—a view which is in itself arbitrary, and is opposed to the manifest corre- 


1 Therein lies the essence of the so-called 3 Comp. 1 John iy. 20; 1 Cor. viii. 1, 2. 
tertius usus, ‘“ third use,” of the law, the fur- 4See Maji Odss. II. p. 86; Jacobs, ad 
ther development of which is given in the Anthol. VIII. p. 230; Wetstein, in loc. 
Epistle to the Romans. Comp. Sieffert, in 5 With Schott. 
the Jahr. f. D. Theol. p. 271 f. [See -Chap- 8 See on 2 Cor. xi. 20; Hom. JZ/. ii. 314, xxi. 
ter on “The Third Use.” Formula of Con- 24, Od. i. 8, et al.; LXX. Gen. xl. 17; Isa. i 
cord, chap. vi., Philadelphia edition, Book 7; Add. ad Est. i. 11, 
of Concord, I. 508 sqq., 595 sqq.] 7 Hofmann. 

2 Comp. Matt. xxii. 37 f. 
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lation existing between the contrast of flesh and spirit and the dagopuf, 
which the free Christian is not to afford to the flesh (ver, 18). — rvetpare 
mepirareite| dative of the norma.' The subsequent rvetpar, dyeofe in ver. 18 
is more favorable to this view than to that of Fritzsche,? who makes it the 
dative commodi (spiritui divino vitam consecrare, ‘‘to consgcrate the life to the 
Divine Spirit,” or to that of Wiescler, who makes it instrumental, so that 
the Spirit is conceived as path (the idea is different in the case of d:é in 
2 Cor. v. 7), or of Hofmann, who renders : ‘‘by virtug of the Spirit.” Ca- 
lovius well remarks : ‘“‘ juata instinctum et impulsum,” ‘according to the 
suggestion and impulse of the Spirit.” The spirit is not, however, the 
moral nature of man (that is, 6 go avOpwroc, 6 vovc, Rom. vii. 22, 28), which 
is sanctified by the Divine Spirit,? in behalf of which appeal is erroneously 
(see also Rom. viii. 9) made to the contrast of caps, since the divine rveiua 
is in fact the power which overcomes the cdpé ;4 but it is the Holy Spirit. 
This Spirit is given to believers as the divine principle of the Christian life 
Gil. 2, 5, iv. 6), and they are to obey it, and not the ungodly desires of 
their cdp&.° The absence of the article is not ° at variance with this view, 
but it is not to be explained in a qualitative sense,’ any more than in the 
case of dedc, xipioc, and the like ; on the contrary, rvevyua has the nature of 
a proper noun, and, even when dwelling and ruling in the human spirit, 
remains always objective, as the Divine Spirit, specifically different from the 
human (Rom, viii. 16).° —xai ériOvuiav capkd¢ ov yy TeAéonte] is taken as con- 
sequence by the Vulgate, Jerome, Theodoret, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Gro- 
tius, Estius, Bengel, and most expositors, including Winer, Paulus, Riickert, 
Matthies, Schott, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr ; 
but by others, as Castalto, Beza, Koppe, Usteri, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Ewald, in the sense of the zmperative. Either view is well adapted to the 
context, since afterwards, for the illustration of what is said in ver. 16, the 
relation between caps and rvevua is set forth. But the view which takes it 
as consequence is the only one which corresponds with the usage in other 
passages of the N.T., in which ot uf with the aorist subjunctive is always 
used in the sense of confident asswrance, and not imperatively, like ov with 
the future, although in classical authors oi 7 is so employed. ‘‘ Ye will 
certainly not fulfil the lust of the flesh,—this is the moral blessed consequence, 
which is promised to them, if they walk according to the Spirit.”° [See 
Note LXXI., p. 244.] 

Ver. 17. ‘H yap cdpé ériOvpei kata Tov mvebmatoc, 70 dé mvEevma Kata T. odpKoc] 
The foregoing exhortation, with its promise, is elucidated by the remark 


1 xara mvedua, Rom. viii. 4. Comp. vi. 16; 
Phil. iii. 16; Rom. iv. 12; Hom. //. xv. 194: 
ovte Ards Béowar ppéory, ‘* Nor do I order my 
life according to the will of Zeus.” 

2 Ad Rom. I. p. 225. 

3 Beza, Gomarus, Riickert, de Wette, and 
others; comp. Michaelis, Morus, Flatt, 
Schott, Olshausen, Windischmann, De- 
litzsch, Psychol. p. 889. 

4 Rom. vii. 23 ff., Rom. viii. 1 ff. 


5 Comp. Neander, and Miiller, v. d. Stinde, 
I. p. 453, ed. 5. 

6 In opposition to Harless on Hph. p. 268. 

7 Hofmann. 

8 Comp. on vy. 3, 5, and on Rom. viii. 4; 
also Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 78. 

®On redecv, used of the actual carrying 
out of a desire, passion, or the like, comp. 
Soph. 0. R. 1330, #7. 769 ; Hesiod, Scut. 36. 
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that the flesh and the Spirit are contrary to one another in their desires, so that 
the two cannot together influence the conduct. — As here also 76 rveiya is 
not the moral nature of man (see on ver. 16), but the Holy Spirit,’ a com- 
parison has to some extent incorrectly been made with the variance between 
the vov¢ and the oépé (Rom. vii. 18 ff.) in the still unregenerate man, in 
whom the moral will is subject to the flesh, along with its parallels in Greek 
and Roman authors.? Here the subject spoken of is the conflict between 
the fleshly and the divine principle in the regenerate. The relation is there- 
fore different, although the conflict in itself has some similarity. Bengel in 
the comparison cautiously adds, ‘‘quodammodo,” ‘‘in a measure.” — raita 
yap aAAprole avrixecrac] As to the reading yap, see the critical notes. It in- 
troduces a pertinent further illustration of what has just been said. In order 
to obviate an alleged tautology, Riickert and Schott have placed raira y. 
GAA. dvrix. in a parenthesis (see also Grotius), and taken it in the sense : 
‘for they are in their nature opposed to one another.” A gratuitous inser- 
tion ; in that case Paul must have written : gice: yap taita aAd. avtix., for 
the bare avrixecta: after what precedes can only be understood as referring 
to the actually existing conflict. — iva wf «.7.2.] is not? to be joined to the 
first half of the verse, —a connection which is forbidden by the right view of 
the raira yap aad. avtix. as not parenthetical—but to the latter. iva ex- 
presses the purpose, and that not the purpose of God in the conflict men- 
tioned—which, when the will is directed towards that which is good, would 
amount to an ungodly (@mmoral) purpose—but the purpose of those powers 
contending with one another in this conflict, in their mutual relation to the 
moral attitude of man’s will, which even in the regenerate may receive a 
twofold determination.4 In this conflict both have the purpose that the 
man should not do that very thing (ravra with emphasis) which in the re- 
spective cases (dv) he would. If he would do what is good, the flesh, striving 
against the Spirit, is opposed to this; if he would do what is evil, the Spirit, 
striving against the flesh, is opposed to that. All the one-sided explanations 
of & dy 6éAnte, whether the words be referred to the moral will which is 
hindered by the flesh,* or to the senswal will, which is hindered by the 


1 De Wette wrongly makes the objection, 
that in the state of the regenerate this re- 
lation of conflict does not find a place, see- 
ing that the Spirit has the preponderance 
(vv. 18, 24). Certainly so, if the regenera- 
tion were complete, and not such as it was 
in the case of the Galatians (iv. 19), and if 
the concupiscentia carnis, ‘‘ lust of the flesh,” 
did not remain at allin the regenerate. 
That rvedua here denotes the Holy Spirit, is 
confirmed by ver. 22. The difference of the 
conflict in the unconverted and in the re- 
generate consists in this,—that in the case 
of the former the odpé strives with the 
better moral will (vods), and the cdpé is vic- 
torious (Rom. vii. 7 ff.); but in the case cf 
the regenerate, the odpé strives with tho 
Holy Spirit, and man may obey the latter 
(ver, 18). In the former case, the creature- 


ly power of the odpé is in conflict with the 
likewise creaturely vovds, but in the latter 
with the divine uncreated mvedya. De 
Wette was erroneously of opinion that here 
Paul says briefly and indistinctly what in 
Rom. vii. 15 ff. he sets forth clearly; the view 
of Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 389, is similar. 

2 Xen. Cyr. vi. 1. 21; Arrian. Fpict. ii. 26; 
Porphyr. de abst. i. 56; Cic. Tusc. ii. 21, e¢ 
al., and Rabbins (see Schoettgen, Jor. 
p. 1178 ff). 

8 With Grotius, Semler, Moldenhauer, 
Rickert, and Schott. 

4 Comp. Weiss. dtb/. Theol. p. 361 f. 

5 Luther, Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Morus, 
Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Usteri, Riickert, Schott, 
de Wette ; also Baumgarten-Crusius, Hol- 
sten, and others. 
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Spirit,’ are set aside by the fact that iva jf «.7.2. is connected with the pre- 
ceding raira yap aaa. dvrix., and this comprehends the mutual conflict of 
two powers.” Winer has what is, on the whole, the correct interpretation : 
‘rd rvevwa impedit vos (rather dmpedire vos cupit), quo minus perficiatis ra 
TH¢ capKoc (ea, quae 7 odpé perficere cupit), contra 7 cdpf adversatur vobis, 
ubi ra tod rvebwarog peragere studetis,” ‘‘ The Spirit hinders (rather desires 
to hinder) you from accomplishing the things of the flesh (i.e., those which the 
Jiesh desires to accomplish) ; on the other hand, the flesh antagonizes you when 
you are eager to do the things of the Spirit.” *. This more precise statement 
of the conflict (ravra . . . raira rovgre) might indeed in itself be dispensed 
with, since it was in substance already contained in the first half of the 
verse ; but it bears the stamp of an emphatic and indeed solemn exposition, 
that it might be more carefully considered and laid to heart. In Hof- 
mann’s view, iva y7 «.7.2. is intended to express, as the aim of the conflict, 
that the action of the Christian is not to be self-willed (‘‘springing from 
himself in virtue of his own self-determination”) ; and this, because he can- 
not attain to rest otherwise than by allowing his conduct to be determined 
by the Spirit. But setting aside the fact that the latter idea is not to be 
found in the text, the conception of, and emphasis upon, the se/f-willed, 
which with the whole stress laid on the being self-determined would form 
the point of the thought, are arbitrarily introduced, just as if Paul had 
written : iva uw & dv avrod (or abrol bueic, Rom. vii. 25, or aiSaiperor, or 
abroyvepovec, avTévouot, avtéBovdc:, or the like). 

Ver. 18. If, however, of these two conflicting powers, the Spirit is that 
which rules you, in what blessed freedom ye are then! 4— rvetyare ayeobe | 
See on Rom. vili. 14.°—ov« éoré id véuov] namely, because then the law can 
have no power over you ; through the ruling power of the Spirit ye find your- 
selves in such a condition of moral life (in such a kxavdéry¢ SwF%c, Rom. vi. 4, 
and rvebuaroc, vil. 6), that the law has no power to censure, to condemn, or 
to punish anything in you.® In accordance with ver. 23, this explanation 
is the only correct one ; and this freedom is the true moral freedom from 
the law, to which the apostle here, in accordance with ver. 13, attaches 
importance.” There is less accuracy in the usual interpretation:* ye no 
longer need the law ; as Chrysostom : ric ypela véuov; TH yap olKofev Katop- 
Oowvte Ta peilw Tov yxpeia racdaywyov ; or : you are free from the outward con- 
straint of the law;* comp. also Hofmann, who, in connection with his mis- 
taken interpretation of ver. 14, understands a subjection to the law as a 
requirement coming from without, which does not exist in the case of the 


1 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Beza, Grotius, rately. 


Neander. Comp. also Ewald, “in order that 4 Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 17; Rom. viii. 2 ff. 

ye, according to the divine will expressed 5 Comp. also 2 Tim. iii. 6. 

on the point, may not do that-which ye possi- 6 Comp. on Rom. viii. 4. 

bly might wish, but that of which ye may 7 Comp. 1 Tim. i.9. 

know that God desires and approves it.” 8 Adopted by Winer, Riickert, Matthies, 


2 Comp. Ernesti Urspr. der Stinde, I. p. 89. Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius; comp. de 
3 So in substance Ambrose, Oecumenius, Wette. 

Bengel, Zachariae, Koppe, Matthies, Reith- ® Usteri, Ewald. 

mayr, and others; Wieseler most accu- 
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Christian, because in him the law collectively as an unity is fulfilled. [See 
Note LXXII., p. 244 seq. ] 

Vv. 19-28. The assertion just made by Paul, that the readers as led by 
the Spirit would not be under the law, he now illustrates more particularly 
(dé), by setting forth the entirely opposite moral states, which are produced 
by the flesh and by the Spirit respectively (vv. 22 f.) : the former exclude 
from the Messiah’s kingdom (are therefore abandoned to the curse of the 
law), while against the latter there is no law. 

Ver. 19. bavepa 62 x.7.4.] Manifest, however (now to explain myself more 
precisely as to this ov« éoré td 1é6u0v), open to the eyes of all, evidently 
recognizable as such by every one, wre the works of the flesh, that is, those 
concrete actual: phenomena which are produced when the flesh, the sinful 
nature of man (and not the Holy Spirit), is the active principle. The dé (in 
opposition to Hofmann’s objection) is the dé explicativum, frequently used 
by Greek authors and in the N.T.* That one who is led by the Spirit will 
abstain from the épya which follow, is obvious of itself ; but Paul does not 
state this, and therefore does not by dé make the transition to it, as Hof- 
mann thinks, who gratuitously defines the sense of gavepi as : ‘‘ well known 
to the Christian without law.” * The list which follows of the épya tHe capkéc 
contains four approximate divisions : (1) lust: ropveia, axabapo., acéAy.; (2) 
idolatry : eidwAodatp., dapyax.; (3) enmity: éExOpar.. . pdvor ; (4) intemper- 
ance: pé0ar, KOpor. — axabapoia] lustful impurity (lewdness) generally, after 
the special topveia. Comp. Rom. i. 24; 2 Cor. xii. 21. — aoéAyera] lustful 
immodesty and wantonness. See on Rom. xiii. 18. Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 21 ; 
Eph. iv. 19 ; 1 Pet. iv. 3; 2 Pet. 11.7. [See Note LXXIIL., p. 245.] 

Ver. 20. EidwAoAarpeia] is not to be considered as a species of the sins of 
lust ;* a view against which may be urged the literal sense of the word, and 
also the circumstance that unchastity was only practised in the case of 
some of the heathen rites. It is to be taken in its proper sense as idolatry. 
Living among Gentiles, Gentile Christians were not unfrequently seduced 
to idolatry, to which the sacrificial feasts readily gave occasion. * — ¢apyakeia] 
may here mean either poison-mingling,°® or sorcery.° The latter interpretation 
is to be preferred,” partly on account of the combination with eidwiodatpeia,® 
partly because ¢évo. occurs subsequently. Sorcery was very prevalent, 
especially in Asia (Acts xix. 19). To understand it, with Olshausen, 
specially of love-incantations, is arbitrary and groundless, since the series of 
sins of lust is closed with acéAyeca. — The particulars which follow as far as 
govo stand related as special manifestations to the more general éy#pa. On 
the plural, comp. Herod. vii. 145 ; Xen. Mem. i. 2. 10. — GH2oc, Rom. xiii. 
13 ; jealousy, 1 Cor. ili. 8, 2 Cor. xii. 20, Jas. iii. 16.— The distinction 


1 Winer, p. 421; Kiihner, ad@ Xen. Mem. ii. 6 Wx. vii. 11, 22, viii. 35:Isa. xlvii. 9, 12); 
4 1. Rev. ix. 21, xvili. 23, xxi. 8; Wisd. xii. 4, 

2 On davepds, lying open to cognition, mani xviii. 13; comp. ddpuaxa, Herod. iii. 85; 
Jestus, see van Hengel, ad Rom. I. p. 111. dapwaxevery, Herod. vii. 114. 

3 Olshausen. 7 With Luther, Grotius, Estius, Koppe, 

4 Comp. on 1 Cor. y. 11. Winer, Usteri, Schott, de Wette, Ewald, 


5 Plat. Legg. viii. p. 845 E; Polyb. vi. 13. Wieseler, Hofmann, and others. 
4, xl. 3.7; comp. ¢apmaxds, Dem. 794. 4, § Comp. Deut. xviii. 10 ff.; Ex. xxii, 18. 
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between @vud¢ and dpy7 is, that opy7 denotes the wrath in itself, and Guudc 
the effervescence of it, exasperation. Hence in Rev. xvi. 19, xix. 15, we have 
Ouuoc THC opyye.' — épbeiac] self-seeking party-cabals.? — diyootacia, aipécerc] 
divisions, factions.* Observe how Paul, having the circumstances of the 
Galatians in view, has multiplied especially the designations of dispeace.‘ 
According to 1 Cor. iii. 3 also, these phenomena are works of the flesh. 

Ver. 21. 66v0, ¢évoc] paronomasia, as in Rom. i. 29 ; Eur. Troad. 736. 
— kouor] revellings, comissationes, especially at night.°— kai ra buoca robrocc} 
and the things which are similar to these (the whole matters mentioned in vv. 
20, 21). ‘Addit e¢ ds similia, quia quis omnem lernam carnalis vitae 
recenseat ?” ‘‘ He adds ‘such-like ;’ for who can recount the entire marsh of 
this carnal life.” Luther, 1519. — The zpo in rpotéyw and rpoeirov is the be- 
Jorehand in reference to the future realization *° at the rapovoia ; and the past 
xposirov reminds the readers of the instructions and warnings orally given 
to them, the tenor of which justifies us in thinking that he is referring to 
the first and second sojourn in Galatia. — rpdccovrec] those who practise such 
things ; but in ver. 17 roijre : ye do.’ — Baoireiav Oeod ov KAnpovou.|® Sins of 
this ktnd, therefore, exclude the Christian from the kingdom of the Messiah, 
and cause him to incur condemnation, unless by perévora he again enters 
into the life of faith, and so by renewed faith appropriates forgiveness. ° 
For the having been reconciled by faith is the preliminary condition of the 
new, holy life,” and therefore does not cancel responsibility in the 
judgment.” 

Ver. 22. 6 62 kapréc Tov mvebuatoc] essentially the same idea, as would be 
expressed by ra dé épya tov rvebwatoc—the moral result which the Holy Spirit 
brings about as its fruit.’? But Paul is fond of variety of expression. A special 
intention 4 in the choice cannot be made good, since both épya and kapréc * 


1 See on Rom. ii. 8. ® 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10; Rom. viii. 34; 1 John ii. 


2 See on Rom. ii. 8; 2 Cor. xii. 20. 

3 Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 18f. On atpeors in this 
signification, which occurs only in later 
writers (1 Cor. xi. 19; Acts xxiv. 5, 14), see 
Wetstein, II. p. 147 f. Comp. aiperrarys, 
partisan, Polyb. i. 79. 9, ii. 38. 7. 

4 Comp. Soph. O. C. 1234 f. 

5 Herm. Privatalterth. § 17. 29. Comp. 
Rom. xiii. 13; 1 Pet. iv. 3; Plat. Theaet. 
p. 173 D: detmva kai ovv avaAntpice K@mor, * ban- 
quets and revellings with flute-girls.”’ Symp. 
p. 212 C; Isaeus, p. 39. 21: kOmor Kai agéAyera, 
“revellings and licentiousness.’’ Herod. i. 
21: mivew kK. Kdum xpéeodat és aAAHAOUs, “ tO 
drink and indulge in revelling with one an- 
other.” Jacobs, Del. epigr. iv. 43: kopov x. 
maons Koipave mavvuxisos, “‘lead the revel 
and the entire night festival.” 

® Herod. i. 53, vii. 116; Lucian. Jov. Trag. 
30; Polyb. vi. 3. 2. 

7 See on Rom. i. 32; John iii. 20. 

8 Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 9f, xv.50; Eph. v.5; 
Jas. ii. 5; and generally, Rom. vi. 8 ff. 


1f.; observe the present participle. 

10 Rom. vi. 

112 Cor. v. 10; Rom. xiv. 10. 

12 Comp. Pind. Ol. vii. 8: kapros pevos, 
Nem. x. 12, Pyth. ii. 74; Wisd. iii. 13, 15. 

13 Comp. Eph. ii. 9, 11. 

14 Chrysostom thought that Paul had used 
kap7os, because good works were not, like 
evil works, brought about by ourselves 
alone, but also by the divine ¢:Aavdpwmia. 
Comp. also Holsten, who, however, makes 
the distinction sharper. Luther and many 
others, including Winer, Usteri, Schott: 
because it is beneficent and praiseworthy 
works which are spoken of. Matthies: be- 
cause that whereby the Spirit proves His 
presence, is, in and by itself, directly fruit 
and enjoyment. Reithmayr mixes up vari- 
ous reasons, including the very groundless 
suggestion that in xapmds there is implied 
the acknowledgment of man’s joint part in 
the production. 

15 Comp. the clear passage in the LXX. 
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are in themselves voces mediae, ‘‘ colorless terms,” ! and according to the 
context, nothing at all hinged on the indication of organic development,’— 
a meaning which, moreover, would have been conveyed even by épya, and 
without a figure,—or of the proceeding from an inner impulse.* The 
collective‘ singular xapréc has sprung, as in Eph. v. 9, from the idea of inter- 
nal unity and moral homogeneity ; for which, however, the singular ipyov 
(see on vi. 4) would also have been suitable (in opposition to the view of 
Wieseler).—That ¢a¢ and rvevua are not to be considered as identical on ac- 
count of Eph. v. 9, see on Eph. l.c. — ayaér7] as the main element,® and at 
the same time the practical principle of the rest, is placed at the head, cor- 
responding to the contrast in ver. 13. The selection of these virtues, and 
the order in which they are placed, are such as necessarily to unfold and to 
present to the readers the specific character of the life of Christian fellowship 
(which had been so sadly disturbed among the Galatians, ver. 15). Love 
itself, because it is a fruit of the Spirit, is called in Rom. xv. 30, aydry row 
mvetpatoc. — yapa] is the holy joy of the soul, which is produced by the 
Spirit,° through whom we carry in our hearts the consciousness of the divine 
love,” and thereby the certainty of blessedness, the triumph over all suffer- 
ings, etc. The interpretations : participation in the joy of others,® and a 
cheerful nature towards others,’ introduce ideas which are not in the text.!° 
— eiphvn| Peace with others. Rom. xiv. 17; Eph.iv. 3. The word has 
been understood to mean also peace with God," and peace with oneself ; ° but 
against this interpretation it may be urged, that this peace (the peace 
of reconciliation) is antecedent to the further fruits of the Spirit, and that 
lpn x.T.A. is evidently correlative with éy@pa «.r.A. in ver. 20, so that the 
elpfvn Osov (see on Phil. iv. 7) does not belong to this connection. — 
paxpobuuia] long-suffering, by which, withholding the assertion of our own 
rights, we are patient under injuries,'* in order to bring him who injures us 
to reflection and amendment.'* The opposite : 6év6vuia, Eur. Andr. 728. — 
apnotérnc] Benignity. 2 Cor. vi. 6 ; Col. ili. 12.1% — dyabwobvy] goodness, pro- 
bity of disposition and of action. It thus admirably suits the x/oric which 
follows. Usually interpreted :'* kindness ; but see on Rom. xv. 14. — rioric] 
Jidelity.." Matt. xxiii. 23 ; Rom. iii. 8; and see on Philem. 5. — xpairye : 
meekness.18 The opposite : aypidtyc, Plat. Conv. p. 197 D, in Greek authors 


Prov. x. 16, where épya and xaproé alternate ® Calvin, Michaelis. 


exactly in the opposite sense: épya dixatwv 10 Rom, xii. 15. 
Gwhv more’, kapmot 6é aceBoy omaprtias. EUR OM vente 
1 See on xaprés especially, Rom. vi. 21 f.; 12 de Wette and others. 


Matt vii. 20; Plat. Zp. 7, p. 336 B. 13 Boadis eis opyyv, Jas. i. 19. 
2 To which Olshausen refers kapros. 14 Comp. Rom. ii. 4; 2 Cor. vi. 6. 
3 de Wette. 15 See Tittmann, Synon. p. 140 ff. 
4Hom. Od. i. 156, and frequently. 16 Also by Ewald and Wieseler. 


§1 Cor. xiii.; Rom. xii. 9. 

5 See on Rom. xiv. 17; 1 Thess. i. 6 ; comp. 
also 2 Cor. vi. 10. 

7 Rom. y. 5. 

®Grotius, Zachariae, Koppe, Borger, 
Winer, Usteri. 


17 de Wette, Wieseler, Reithmayr, take it 
as confidence, the opposite to distrust, 1 Cor. 
xiii. 7. But the substantive does not occur 
in this general sense in any other passage 
of the N. T. 

18 See on 1 Cor. iv. 21. 
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often combined with ¢:AavOpuria. — éyxpdreva] self-control, that is, here conti- 
nence, as opposed to sins of lust and intemperance.! 

Ver. 23. Just as rd rovaira in ver. 21,* rév rovotrwy in this passage is also 
neuter, applying to the virtues previously mentioned among the fruits of the 
Spirit,* and not masculine, as it is understood by Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Luther, Grotius, Bengel, and many of 
the older expositors ; also by Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Hofmann.‘ It 
is, moreover, quite unsuitable to assume (with Beza, Estius, Rosenmiiller, 
Flatt, and others) a weiworc ;° for Paul wishes only to illustrate the ov« elva 
bd véuov, which he has said in ver. 18 respecting those who are led by the 
Spirit. This he does by first exhibiting, for the sake of the contrast, the 
works of the flesh, and expressing a judgment upon the doers of them ; and 
then by exhibiting the fruit of the Spirit, and saying : ‘‘ against virtues and 
states of this kind there is no law.” Saying this, however, is by no means 
‘‘more than superfluous” (Hofmann), but is intended to make evident how it 
is that, by virtue of this their moral frame, those who are led by the Spirit 
are not subject to the Mosaic law.* For whosoever is so constituted that 
a law is not against him, over such a one the law has no power. Comp. 
et arrest) fe 

Ver. 24. After Paul has in ver. 17 explained his exhortation given in ver. 
16, and recommended compliance with it on account of its blessed results 
(vv. 18-23), he now shows (continuing his discourse by the transitional dé) 
how this compliance—the walking in the Spirit—has its ground and motive 
in the specific nature of the Christian ; if the Christian has crucified his flesh, 
and consequently lives through the Spirit, his walk also must follow the 
Spirit. — r7v cdpxa éotabpwoarv| not : they crucify their flesh ;* but : they have 
crucified it, namely, when they became believers and received baptism, 
whereby they entered into moral fellowship with the death of Jesus ® by 
becoming vexpol tH dyapria.* The symbolical idea: ‘‘to have crucified the 
jlesh,” expresses, therefore, the having renounced all fellowship of life with 
sin, the seat of which is the flesh (cdp£) ; so that, just as Christ has been ob- 
jectively crucified, by means of entering into the fellowship of this death on 
the cross the Christian has subjectively—in the moral consciousness of faith 
—crucified the cdpé, that is, has rendered it entirely void of life and efficacy, 
by means of faith as the new element of life to which he has been trans- 
ferred. To the Christians ideally viewed, as here, this ethical crucifixion of 


1 Keclus. xviii. 830; Acts xxiv. 25; 2 Pet. i. 
6; Xen. Mem. i. 2. 1: appodioiwy x. yaotpos 
eyKpatégTatos. 

2 Haec talia; see Engelhardt, ad Plat. 
Lach. p. 14; Kiihner, ad@ Xen. Mem. i. 5. 2. 

3 Irenaeus, Jerome, Augustine, Pelagius, 
Calvin, Beza, yet doubtfully, Castalio, Cor- 
nelius & Lapide, and most expositors. 

4So also Baiumlein, in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1862, p. 551f. The objection that the singu- 
lar 6 xaprés in ver. 22 forbids the neuter in- 
terpretation (Hofmann), is quite groundless 
both in itself and because xapmds is collec- 


16 


tive. 

& Non adversatur, sed commendat, ‘‘ He 
does not oppose, but commends,” and the 
like ; so also de Wette. 

6 The fundamental idea of the whole epis- 
tle—the freedom of the Christian from the 
Mosaic law—is thus fully displayed in its 
moral nature and truth. Comp. Sieffert, in 
the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1869, p. 264. 

7 Luther and others ; also Matthies. 

8 See on ii. 19, vi. 14; Rom. vi. 3, vii. 4. 

® Rom, vi. 11. 
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the flesh is something which has taken place,’ but in reality it is also some- 
thing now taking place and continuous.’ The latter circumstance, however, 
in this passage, where Paul looks upon the matter as completed at conver- 
sion and the life thenceforth led as (jv rvebpari,* is not to be conceived * as 
standing alongside of that ideal relation,—an interpretation which the his- 
torical aorist unconditionally forbids. — civ roic rabhu. x. Taic érOvu] together 
with the affections ° and lusts, which, brought about by the power of sin in- 
stigated by the prohibitions of the law,° have their seat in and take their 
rise from the odpé, the corporeo-psychical nature of man, which is antago- 
nistic to God ; hence they must, if the odp is crucified through fellowship 
with the death of the Lord, be necessarily crucified with it, and could not 
remain alive.’ The émOvuia are the more special sinful lusts and desires, in 
which the raSfuara display their activity and take their definite shapes.*® 
The affections excite the feelings, and hence arise émvSvuia:, in which their 
definite expressions manifest themselves. ° 

Ver. 25. If the Christian has crucified his flesh, it is no longer the ruling 
power of his life, which, on the contrary, proceeds now from the Holy Spirit, 
the power opposed to the flesh ; and the obligation thence arising is, that 
the conduct also of the Christian should correspond to this principle of life 
(for otherwise what a self-contradiction would he exhibit !) — ei (éuev rveb- 
pati] introduced asyndetically (without oiy), so as to be more vivid. The 
emphasis is on rvetpyari, as the contrast to the odpé : If after the crucifying 
of the flesh we owe our life to the Holy Spirit, by which is meant the life 
which begins with conversion, through the radyyeveoia (Tit. iii. 5)—the life 
of the new creature, vi. 15.°—The jirst xvetyarz is ablative: the second, em- 
phatically placed at the commencement of the apodosis, is the expression of 
the norma (ver. 16).!! crovyeiy (comp. also Acts xxi. 24) is distinguished 
from zepirareiv in ver. 16 only as to the figure ; the latter is ambulare, the 
former is ordine procedere (to march). But both represent the same idea, 
the moral conduct of life, the jirm regulation of which is symbolized in 
oTaLyely. ’ 

Ver. 26. Special exhortations now begin, flowing from the general obliga- 
tion mentioned above (vv. 16, 25) ; first negative (ver. 26), and then positive 
(vi. 1 ff). Hence ver. 26 ought to begin a new chapter. The address, 
adeAgoi (vi. 1), and the transition to the second person, which Riickert, 
Schott, Wieseler, make use of to defend the division of the chapters, and 
the consideration added by de Wette, that the vices mentioned in ver. 26 
belong to the works of the flesh in ver. 20, and to the dissension in ver. 15 
(this would also admit of application to vi. 1 ff.), cannot outweigh the con- 
nection which binds the special exhortations together. — xevddéfo:] vanam 


1 Comp. Rom. vi. 2 ff. 27H yap emi Tov Svpdy Lovon Svvdmer SHAov 
2 Rom. viii. 13; Col. iii. 5. OTL TovTO exAHSy Td Svowa, ‘it is manifest 
3 Ver. 25; comp, ii. 20. that this term was applied to the force 
4 With Bengel and Schott. coming upon the Spirit (émt roy Svpor),”’ 
5 See on Rom. vii. 5. Plat. Crat. p. 419 D. Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 5. 

® Rom. vii. 8. 10 Comp. Rom. vi. 4 ff., vii. 5 f., viii. 9; 
7™ Comp. on ver. 17; Rom. vii. 14 ff. 2 Cor. iii. 6 ; Gal. ii. 20. 


8 Rom. vii. 5, 8. 11 Comp. vi. 16; Phil. iii. 16; Rom. iv. 12. 


NOTES. 243 
gloriam captantes.' In these warnings, Paul refers neither merely to those 
who had remained faithful to him,? nor merely to those of Judaistic senti- 
ments,* for these partial references are not grounded on the context ; but to 
the circumstances of the Galatians generally at that time, when boasting 
and strife (comp. ver. 15) were practised on both sides. —Both the yivoye8a in 
itself,* and the use of the first person, imply a forbearing méldness of ex- 
pression. — aAAgaove mpoKaa., adAjAote oVovotvrec| contains the modus of the 
challenging one another (to the conflict, in order to triumph over 
the challenged), enoying one another (namely, those superior, with whom 
they do not venture to stand a contest).° — gSovetv governs only the dative 
of the person, ° or the accusative with the infinitive,’ not the mere accusative ;° 
hence the reading adopted by Lachmann, aAAFAove g0ov.,° must be considered 
as an error of transcription, caused by the mechanical repetition of the 
foregoing a/AjAove. — The fact that 42471. in both cases precedes the verb, 
makes the contrariety to fellowship more apparent, ver, 18. 


Kevodosia : 


Notrs By AMERICAN Eprror. 


LXVIII. Ver. 5. éArida dixaoodvvne. 


The restriction of the argument by Meyer to justification seems too narrow. 
The subject at this particular place is rather, as Sieffert remarks : What is the 
goal towards which the true Christian advances from the time of the reception 
of grace? In opposition to the painful and fruitless endeavor to fulfil the law, 
this is, according to ver. 5, the joyful hope founded upon faith and grace. 
Weiss’ paraphrase is: ‘‘We expect the salvation which we have to hope for 
in consequence of the righteousness which has been presented us ék miotewc”’ 
(Eng. Trans. I, 451), 


LXIX. Ver. 11. &¢ mepitoppy «.7.A. 


This interpretation, to which Sieffert objects, on the ground that while con- 
sistent with the line of argument, it nevertheless is incomprehensible how such 


a Phil, i1-3)3-Polyb; xxvii. 6, 12, xxxix. 1. 
1. Comp. kevodogetv, 4 Macc. v. 9, and xevo- 
Sogia, Lucian V. 7. 4, M. D. 8. See Servius, 
ad Virg. Aen. Xi. 854. 

2 Olshausen. 

3 Theophylact and many others. 

4 Fiamus, ‘let us become.” The matter 
is conceived as already in course of taking 
place ; hence the present, and not the aorist, 
as is read in G*, min., yevwueda, The Vul- 
gateand Erasmus also correctly render it 
eficiamur. On the other hand, Castalio, 
Beza, Calvin, and most expositors, incor- 
rectly give simus, “let us be.’’? Against 
eficiamur Beza brings forward the irrele- 
vant dogmatic objection: “ atgui natura 
ipsa tales nos genuit,”’ ‘‘ But our very nature 
has begotten us as such,” which does not 
hold good, because Christians are 7egener- 


ate (ver. 24). Hofmann dogmatically affirms 
that forbearing mildness is out of the ques- 
tion. It is, in fact, implied in the very ex- 
pression. Comp. Rom. xii. 16; 2 Cor. vi. 
14; Eph. v.17. And passages such as iv. 12 
are in no way opposed to this view, for they 
are without negation ; comp. Eph. v. 1, Phil. 
iii. 17. 

5 On mpoxadrctodat, to provoke, see Hom. JI. 
iii. 432, vii. 50. 218. 285; Od. viii. 142; Polyb. 
i. 46. 11 ; Bast. ep. crit. p. 56, and the passages 
in Wetstein. 

6 Kiihner, II. p. 247. 

7 Hom. Od. i. 346, xviii. 16, xi. 381; Herod. 
viii. 109. 

8 Not even in Soph. 0. £#. 310. 

9 Following B G*, and several min., 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, ms., Oecumenius. 
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slander could have originated, has been well put by Lightfoot : ‘* At this point 
the malicious charge of his enemies rises up before the apostle : ‘ Why, you do 
the same thing yourself ; you caused Timothy to be circumcised.’ To this he 
replies : ‘What, do J, who have incurred the deadly hatred of the Judaizers, 
who am exposed to continual persecution from them, do J preach circumci- 
sion?” For other circumstances than the circumcision of Timothy, whence 
this charge might have originated, see Weiss’ Bibl. Theol. of N. T., Eng. Tr., I, 
486. 
LXX. Ver. 12. amoxépovrat, 


‘‘The common interpretation of the Fathers, confirmed by the use of the 
language in the LXX., is not to be rejected only because it is displeasing to the 
delicacy of modern times” (Jowett). The American section of the Revision 
committee, following the French rendering of Deut. xxiii. 1, recommends the 
euphemism, ‘‘ Go beyond circumsion”’ as the preferable mode of expressing this 
idea of the verb in a version for general circulation. Both Lightfoot and Eadie 
emphasize the fact that such mutilation was a part of the rites of the worship 
of Cybele, and as such the allusion would have been at once understood. The 
idea conveyed is that circumcision, when no longer fulfilling its original design 
as an ordinance adumbrative of Christ and His blessings, has no more validity 
than such degrading prescriptions of the heathen, and that the sole difference 
is in degree, but not in kind. The application of this principle here is in the 
vein of intense irony. The explanation of Sanday is certainly remarkable, that 
while the interpretation here maintained is the true one, Paul is writing 
under the strain of passion, and in his anger uses an expression that indicates 
‘one of very few flaws in a truly noble and generous character.”’ 


LXXI. Ver. 16. em6vpiav oapkoc. 


««The Pauline conception of odpé, even where not used in ethical relations, is 
not contrary to its original anthropological signification, according to which it 
is the human body (not indeed with respect to the form, which is designated by 
oapua, but) with respect to its contents, and therefore especially with respect to 
its material substance, as well as according to its powers ; and, therefore, in 
its inner combination with the lower human soul-life, which Paul ordinarily 
understands by the term vy, as contradistinguished from the higher spiritual 
life of man allied to God, the vovc. This sensuo-psychical side of man’s na- 
ture is clearly also cap here, where rveiua and odpé appear as two different 
principles working upon the human will from the higher human spiritual life, 
as also in Rom. vii., where odpé and wéAy are antithetical to roi¢e. Butin this and 
other passages where odpé maintains an ethical relation, it especially signifies 
the sensuo-psychical side of man’s nature, so far as it is brought by the human 
will which was originally in harmony with God into antagonism with God and 
all that is godly, and thus, by the egoistic alienation of that will from God, 
constituted a dominant life-principle, active through the first sin of Adam in 
the entire human race, and continually perpetuated through transmission” 
(Sieffert). 

LXXII. Ver. 18. otk éoré id vopor. 


While Sieffert’s interpretation, as opposed to Meyer, that the Mosaic law is 
here referred to, cannot be substantiated, yet it is better, not merely with 
Usteri and Ewald, but with a large number of exegetes (Hofmann, Lightfoot, 
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Eadie, among the more recent) and dogmaticians, to regard the not being under 
the law as freedom from the constraint and coercion of the law. So far as 
man is led by the Spirit of God, the law is written on his heart. No longer an 
external matter, it becomes a second nature, a life-force, whereby the duties 
prescribed by God are rendered with joy, instead of reluctance. Thus Weiss 
(Bibl. Theol. of N. T., I. 483, Eng. Trans.) : ‘‘ Those who are led by the Spirit 
are, viz., no longer under the law (Gal. v. 18) ; for what the law with its require- 
ment strove after, and yet could not reach (Rom. viii. 3), that the Spirit really 
attains to, inasmuch as at His instigation the requirement of the law is fulfilled 
in them who walk according to the Spirit. The power of the Spirit, which is 
operative in man, has taken the place of the law, which is outwardly fixed in the 
letter.” Quenstedt (iv. 11): ‘* Not to be under the law signifies to be freed from 
the curse and constraint of the law, because the regenerate are led by the Spirit, 
are delighted in the law according to the inner man, and spontaneously do the 
things which are of the law.” Cf. Formula of Concord (598 : 16): ‘*As long as 
man is not regenerate and conducts himself according to the law, and does the 
works of the law because they are thus commanded, from fear of punishment or 
desire for reward, he is still under the law, and his works are properly called 
by St. Paul works of the law, for they are extorted by the law, as those of slaves” 
(Phil. edition). Compare Westminster Confession, xix. 7. 


LXXIII. Ver. 19. égpya t7¢ capkéc, 


«‘The flesh is spoken of in the entire short paragraph in its lusting and 
warrings, in contrast with the Spirit in its wrestlings and leadings. Those who 
are guided by the Spirit are not as such under the law ; but the flesh is under 
law, under its sentence and dominion : manifest are its works, and the law 
cannot but condemn them as épya, works done by the evil and unrenewed na- 
ture. It is needless to press a contrast in ¢avepa with the fruit of the Spirit, as 
being more hidden, and needing to be educed and specified. The works of 
the flesh are notorious and notoriously of a corrupt origin” (Kadie). 
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CHAPTER VI. 


Ver. 2. dvarAnpéoare] [Elz., Tisch. 1859, following 8 A C D, etc.] Lachm. 
and Schott [Tisch. 1872], read avarAnpacere, following B F G, 33, 35, and several 
vss. and Fathers. Looking at this amount of attestation, to which the vss. give 
special weight (including Pesch., Vulg. It.), and considering that the impera- 
tive might readily have been occasioned by the preceding imperatives, the 
aorist form being involuntarily suggested by the similar future form, the future 
is to be preferred.—Ver. 10. épyaGouefa] A B L, min., Goth. Oec. read épya- 
Coueba. Approved by Winer, but too feebly attested, especially as hardly any 
version is in favor of it. A mere error in transcribing, after the preceding 
indicatives Oepicowev and éyouev, Looking at the frequent confusion of wand o, 
we must also regard as a copyist’s error the reading in ver. 12 of dsaxovta, 
adopted by Tisch., and attested by A C, etc., instead of d:dxwvta (B D, etc.). — 
Ver. 12. 7] is, with Lachm. and Tisch., following decisive testimony, to be 
placed after Xp:orov. — Ver. 13. mepiteuvowevor] B L, many min., also vss. and 
Latin Fathers, read mepitetunuévor.1 Recommended by Griesb., adopted by 
Lachm. and Scholz, and approved by Rinck and Reiche. And justly ; the pre- 
terite is absolutely necessary, as the Judaistic teachers are meant. The present 
has crept in as a mere mechanical error of the transcribers, who had just pre- 
viously written repitéuvecbar, and perhaps also recollected v, 3. — Ver. 14. 74 
before kéoum is omitted by Lachm. [and Tisch. 1872.] on weighty evidence ; 
but it might be readily suppressed, owing to the preceding syllable yo, espe- 
cially as the article might be dispensed with, and xdoyoc just before was anar- 
throus.—Ver. 15. év yap Xpioré "Inoov odre] B, 17, Arm. Aeth. Goth. Chrys. Georg. 
Syncell. Jer. Aug. Ambrosiast., have merely ojte yap (Syr. Sahid., od ydp), 
Approved by Mill, Seml., Griesb., Rinck, Reiche ; adopted by Bengel, Schott, 
Tisch. Justly ; the Recepta is manifestly an amplifying gloss, derived from v. 
6,— éoriv] Elz. and Matth. read icyter, against decisive evidence. Derived 
from v. 6. — Ver. 16. orovyjoovow] [Tisch. 1872], following 8, B C** K L P, 
Vulg. Chrys. Cyr. Theodoret, Dam. But, A C* DE F G, 4, 71, Syr. utr. Sahid. 
It. Cyr. Victorin. Jer. Aug. Ambrosiast., read orovyovsww. Approved by Griesb., 
placed in the margin by Lachm., adopted by Tisch. [1859]. But the present 
suggested itself most readily to the unskilled transcribers, and what ground 
could these have had for the alteration in the future ?— Ver. 17. xvpiov is 
omitted before ’Ijoot in A B C*, 8, 17, 109, Arr. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. ms. Petr. 
Alex. Suspected by Griesb., omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. A frequent addi- 
tion, in this case specially derived from ver. 18 ; hence several witnesses add 
* Huav. 

ConTENTS.—Continuation of the special admonitions begun in v. 26 (vv. 
1-5) ; then an exhortation to Christian morality in general, with allusion to 


1 Tn favor of this may probably be reck- mepitenvynwevor, Which betray through the 
oned also F with mepirenvjuor, and G with wrongly written perfect forms, 
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its future recompense (vv. 6-10). A concluding summary, in the apostle’s 
own handwriting, of the chief polemical points of the epistle (vv. 11-16) ; 
after which Paul deprecates renewed annoyance, and adds the benediction 
Gave Lie 18); : 

Ver. 1, Loving (deAgot) exhortation to a course of conduct opposed to 
kevodogia. — éav kai rpoAngy x.t.A.] Correctly rendered in substance by the 
Vulgate : ‘‘etsi praeoccupatus fuerit homo in aliquo delicto.” The mean- 
ing is: ‘df even any one! shall have been overtaken by any fault,—so, namely, 
that the sin has reached him more rapidly than he could flee from it (1 Cor. 
vi. 18, x. 14; 1 Tim. vi. 11 ; 2 Tim. ii. 22). 80 Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, and most expositors, including Riickert and 
de Wette ; and in substance also Wieseler, who, however, explains zpod. 
figuratively of a snare, in which (év) one is unexpectedly (xpo) caught.? 
There is, however, no intimation of this figure in the context (xataprifere) 5 
and to explain év the quite common instrumental use amply suffices, accord- 
ing to which the expression is not different from the mere dative. Ina 
mild and trustful tone Paul conceives the sin, which might occur among 
his Galatians, only as ‘‘ peccatum praecipitantiae,” ‘a sin of precipitancy ;” 
for this is, at any rate, intimated by rpoAnod%. On rporauPdverv, to overtake, 
comp. Xen. Cyn. 5,19; 7, 7; Theophr. & pil. viii. 1. 3 ; Polyb. xxxi. 23. 
8 ; Diod. Sic. xvii. 75 ; Strabo, xvi. p. 1120. In éay «ai the emphasis is 
laid on «i (if even, if nevertheless).* Others * have explained xpodyodq as 
deprehensus fuerit, is seized ; but against this view it may be urged that, as 
the word cannot be used as merely equivalent to the simple verb, or to 
cataAnooy,° or éyxatadynodq,° no reference for the xpo can be got from the 
context.’ Even in Wisd. xvii. 17, rpoAy@Seic means overtaken, surprised by 
destruction. And the «ai does not require that interpretation, because, 
while it might belong to rpoAyodH,* so as to mean also actually caught,° or, 
by way of climax, even caught, it does not necessarily belong to it. — ipeic 
ol rvevuatexoi| Paul thus puts it to the consciousness of every reader to 
regard himself as included or not: ye, the spritual, that is, who are led by 
The opposite : puyexoi, capxexot (A Cor. 11. 18 f., iii. 1). In 
the case of duvaroi, Rom. xv. 1, the circumstances presupposed and the con- 
trast are of a different character. Those very mvevwatixot might readily be 


the rvevpa aycov. 


1 gvSpwros, aS in ver. 7, and 1 Cor. xi. 28, 
iy. 1, e¢ al. 

2Comp. Goth. ‘‘ gafahdiddu,” that is, 
caught. 

3 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 519; Baeuml. 
Partik. p. 151. 

4 Grotius, Winer, Olshausen, Hilgenfeld, 
Ewald, Hofmann. 

* John viii. 4. 

6 Aeschin. Ces. p. 62. 17. 

7 Grotius strangely interprets: ‘‘ depre- 
hensus anteguam haec epistola ad vos veniat,” 
“caught before this epistle come to you.” 
Winer introduces more than the text war- 
rants: ‘“‘etiamsi quis antea deprehensus fu- 
erit in peccato, eum tamen (iterwm peccantem) 


corrigite,” ‘‘even though one have been 
previously caught in sin, nevertheless cor- 
rect him (again sinning).’? Paul must have 
expressed this by ¢€dv kai mddAuw Anody. 
Olshausen affirms that by mpo the Aau.Baveora 
is indicated as taking place before the kxata- 
priGev. But this relation of time was so 
obvious of itself, that it would have: been 
strange thus to express it, Hofmann inter- 
prets not more aptly: ‘‘ eve he repents of the 
sin ;” as if this idea could only be thus 
mentally supplied! Luther appropriately 
remarks, “if a man should somehow 0¢ 
overtaken by a fault.” 

§ Klotz, p. 521; Ktihner, § 824, note 1. 

® Comp. 1 Cor. vii. 17. 
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guilty of an unbrotherly exaltation and severity, if they did not sufficiently 
attend to and obey the leading of the Spirit towards meekness. — karapri- 
tere] bring him right, into the proper, normal condition ; diopdovre, Chrysos- 
tom.' <A figurative reference to the setting of dislocated limbs? is not sug- 
gested by the context. — év mvebpmare npaéryroc] through the Spirit of meekness, 
that is, through the wveiva dyiov producing meekness. For zveipva should 
be understood, not with Luther, Calvin, and many others, of the hwman 
spirit (1 Pet. iii. 4), of the tendency of feeling or tone of mind,* but of the 
Holy Spirit, as is required by the very correlation with rvevyarixoi.* But 
among the manifold kapric tov mvetparog (Vv. 22), mpabryto¢ brings promi- 
nently forward the very quality which was to be applied in the xaraprifevv. 
In that view it isthe ‘‘ character palmarius hominis spiritualis,” ‘‘ the pre- 
eminent characteristic of the spiritual man,” Bengel. — oxorév ceavrov x.7.A. | 
looking (taking heed) to thyself lest, etc.’ There is here a transition to the 
singular, giving a more individual character to the address ; just as we fre- 
quently find in classical authors that after the plural of the verb, the singular 
of the participle makes the transition from the aggregate to the individual. *® 
Erasmus aptly remarks that the singular is ‘‘magis idoneus ad compel- 
landam wniuscujusque conscientiam,” ‘better adapted for addressing the 
individual conscience.” There is therefore the less ground for considering 
these words as an apostolical marginal note (Laurent). — py kai od resp.] lest 
thou also (like that fallen one) become tempted, enticed to sin, wherein the 
apostle has in view the danger of the enticement being successful." Lach- 
mann places a full stop after mpatryroc, and connects oxorév . . . repaodic 
with the words which follow ; a course by which the construction gains 
nothing, and the connection actually suffers, for the reference of cai of to 
tov Tovovrov is far more natural and conformable to the sense than the refer- 
ence to aAAfAwv. 

Ver. 2. GAaqAwv| emphatically prefixed (comp. v. 26), opposed to the hab- 
it of selfishness : ‘‘ mutually one of the other bear ye the burdens.” ra Bépy, 
however, figuratively denotes the moral faults (comp. ver. 5) pressing on 
men with the sense of guilt, not everything that is oppressive and burden- 
some generally, whether in the domain of mind or of body,*—a view which, 
according to the context, is much too vague and general (vv. 1, 3, 5). The 
mutual bearing of moral burdens is the mutual, loving participation in 
another’s feeling of guilt, a weeping with those that weep in a moral point of 
view, by means of which moral sympathy the pressure of the feeling of guilt 
is reciprocally lightened.’ As to this fellowship in suffering, comp. the ex- 


1 Comp. on 1 Cor. i. 10. 

2 Beza, Hammond, Bengel, and others. 

3 Riickert, de Wette, Wieseler, and others. 

4 See on 1 Cor. iv. 21. 

5 Comp. Soph. Phil. 506. In Plat. Theaet, 
p. 160 E, Luke xi. 35, it is differently used. 
Comp. Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 209. 

® See Bernhardy, p. 421 ; Lobeck, ad Soph. 
Aj. 191. 

7 Comp. 1 Cor, vii. 5. 


® Matthies, Windischmann, Wieseler, 


Hofmann. 

® Theodore of Mopsuestia, in Cramer’s 
Cat. (and in Fritzsche, p. 129), well remarks 
that the bearing of one another’s burdens 
takes place, érav da mapaivécews kal xpnortd- 
THTOS Emikovdins av’Ta Thy Wuxnv, Vd THS 
TOD amapTyHmatos cuvetdyoews Be- 
Bapnmévnv, ‘‘whenever by advice and 
kindness you relieve his spirit, weighed 
down by the consciousness of sin.” 


NV RYD 


CHAP. VI., 3. 249 


ample of the apostle himself, 2 Cor. xi. 29. It is usually taken merely to 
mean, Have patience with one another's faults ;' along with which several, such 
as Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Winer, quite improperly (in opposition to dAAfrov, 
according to which the burdened ones are the very persons affected by sin) 
look upon épy as applying to faults by which a person becomes burden- 
some to others. But the command, thus understood, would not even come 
up to what was required in ver. 1, and would not seem important and high 
enough to enable it to be justly said : kat obtwo avanAnpdoete Tov véuov tT. Xp. 
—and in this way (if ye do this) ye will entirely fulfil the law of Christ, the 
law which Christ has given, that is, the sum of all that He desires and has 
commanded by His word and Spirit, and which is, in fact, comprehended 
in the love® which leads us to serve one another. What Paul here requires 
is conceived by him as the cwlminating point of such a service. He speaks 
of the vduoc of Christ in relation to the Mosaic law,* which had in the case 
of the Galatians—and how much to the detriment of the sympathy of love-— 
attained an estimation which, on the part of Christians, was not at all 
due to it ; they desired to be id véuov, and thereby lost the évvowov Xpiorow 
elvat.* A reference at the same time to the example of Christ, who through 
love gave Himself up to death® (as contended for by Oecumenius and 
Usteri), is gratuitously introduced into the idea of véuoc. The compound 
avatAnp is, as already pointed out by Chrysostom (who, however, wrongly 
explains it of acommon fulfilment jointly and severally), not equivalent to the 
simple verb,® but more forcible: to jill up, to make entirely full (the law 
looked upon as a measure which, by compliance, is made full ; comp. v. 
14), so that nothing more is wanting.” The thought therefore is, that with- 
out this moral bearing of one another’s burdens, the fulfilment of the law of 
Christ is not complete ; through that bearing is introduced what otherwise 
would be wanting in the dvarAgpworc of this law. And how true this is } 
Such self-denial and self-devotion to the brethren in the ethical sphere ren- 
ders, in fact, the very measure of dove full,* so far as it may be filled up at 
all.° 

Ver. 3. Argumentum e contrario for the preceding kai obtw¢ dvarAnp. T. v. T. 
Xp.; in so far as the fulfilment to be givenin such measure to this law is 
impossible to moral conceit.—For if any one thinks himself to be something, 
imagines himself possessed of peculiar moral worth, so that he conceives 
himself exalted above such a mutual bearing of burdens, while he is nothing, 
although he is in reality of no moral importance, he is, so far from fulfilling 
the law of Christ, involved in self-deception. — On eivai t1, and the opposite 
undév elvac, nullius momenti esse, ‘‘ to be of no account,” ” comp. ii. 6, and see 


1 Rom. xv. 1. 

2y. 18 f. 

3 Comp. v. 14. 

41 Cor. ix. 21. 

5 Rom. xv. 3; Eph. v. 2. 

® Riickert, Schott, and many others. 

7Comp. Dem. 1466. 20: ay av éxAeinnre 
UMEts, OVX EUPHoETE TOUS AVaTANPwTOVTAS, ‘YOU 
will not find such as will fill up those things 


as to which you are deficient.”’ 1 Thess. ii. 
16; Matt. xiii. 14. See Tittmann, Synon. 
p. 228 f. ; Winer, de verbor. cum praepos. com- 
pos.in N. T. usu, Il. p. 11 f. 

81 Cor. xiii. 4 ff. 

8 Rom. xiii. 8. 

10 Comp. Arrian. Hpict. ii. 24: Soxav pév te 
elvat, av 8 ovdeis, ‘to be of no account.” 
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on Acts v. 36 ; 2 Cor. xii. 11 ; Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 148. As to y# with 
the participle, see Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 301. If pdév dv be attached to 
the apodosis,’ the effect is only to weaken the judgment which is expressed 
in it, because it would contain the fundamental statement (since he is nothing) 
in which the éavr. @pevar. is already obviously involved, and consequently, 
as the first portion of the affirmation in the apodosis, would anticipate the 
latter portion of it and take away its energetic emphasis. This is not the 
case, if the ‘‘being nothing” belongs to the antithetical delineation of con- 
ceited pretension in the protasis, where it is appropriate for the completeness 
of the case supposed. Moreover, p7dév dy is really applicable in the case of 
every one, Luke xvii. 10 ; Rom. iii. 23 ; 1 Cor. iv. 7, et al. — gpevarara] de- 
notes deception in the judgment, here in the moral judgment ; the word is 
not preserved in any other Greek author.? 

Ver. 4. But men ought to act in a way entirely different from what is in- 
dicated by this doxei elvai tu. ‘‘His own work let every man prove, and 
then,” etc.—The emphasis lies on 7d épyov (which is collective, and denotes the 
totality of the actions, as in Rom. ii. 7, 15; 1 Pet. i. 17; Rev. xxii. 12), 
opposing the objective works to the subjective conceit. — doxipatéto] not : pro- 
batum reddat,* ‘‘ render approved,” a meaning which it never has (comp. on 
1 Cor. xi. 28), but : let him try, investigate of what nature it is. — kai rére] 
and then, when he shall have done this (1 Cor. iv. 5), not : when he shall 
have found himself approved.? — ei¢ éavrdv pdvov rd Kabynua é&et, K.T.2.] Coes 
not mean, he will keep his glorying for himself,’ that is, abstinebit a gloriando, 
‘‘he will abstain from glorying;” ° for although éyewv may, from the context, 
obtain the sense of keeping back," it is in this very passage restricted by xai 
ovK eic Tov érepov to its simple meaning, to have ; and kaiynua is not equivalent 
to xabynowc, but must retain its proper signification, materies gloriandi, 
‘subject for glorying.” * Nearest to the view of Koppe in sense come those 
of Winer : ‘‘non tantas in se ipso reperiet laudes, quibus apud alios quoque 
glorietur,” ‘‘In himself he will not find such praise, of which to boast also 
before others ;” of Usteri : ‘‘then will he have to glory towards himself 
alone, and not towards others,”—a delicate way of turning the thought : 
‘then he will discover in himself faults and weaknesses sufficient to make him 
think of himself modestly ;’ and of Wieseler, ‘‘he will be silent toward 
others as to his xabyyua.” But in accordance with the context, after the re- 
quirement of self-examination, the most natural sense for cic (on account of 
the antithesis, ei¢ éavrdv — cic tov érepov) is: in respect to, as regards ; more- 
over, in the above-named interpretations, neither the singular nor the article 
in rdv érepov obtains its due weight. The sentence must be explained : then 
will he have cause to glory merely as regards himself, and not as regards the 
other ; that is, then will he have cause to boast merely in respect of good of 


1 Michaelis, Baumgarten, Morus, Jatho, 4 Erasmus, Estius, Borger, and others. 
Hofmann. 5 Comp. Hilgenfeld. 

2 But comp. dpevararys, Tit. i. 10; Ignat. 6 Koppe. 
Trau. interpol. 6; Etym. M. 811. 3. ™Hom, Jl. y. 271, xxiv. 115; Eur. Cyci. 


5 Beza, Piscator, Rambach, Semler, 270. 
Michaelis, Riickert, Matthies. 8 Rom. iv. 2; 1 Cor. v. 6, and always. 
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his own, which he may possibly find on this self-examination, and not in 
reference to the other, with whom otherwise he would advantageously com- 
pare himself. Castalio aptly remarks : ‘‘ probitas in re non in collatione,” 
‘‘worth isin the thing, not in the comparison,” and Grotius: ‘‘gaude- 
bit recto sui examine, non deteriorum comparatione,” ‘‘ He will rejoice by a 
just examination of self, not by comparison with the worse”—as, for 
instance, was done by the Pharisee, who compared himself with robbers, 
adulterers, etc., instead of simply trying his own action, and not boasting 
as he looked to others, whom he brought into comparison.’ kat ynua with the 
article denotes, not absolute glory,? which no one has (Rom. iii. 23), but the 
relevant cause for the cavyaoda: which he finds in himself, so far as he does 
so, on that trial of his own work. It is therefore the xatynua, supposed or 
conceived by Paul, as the result of the examination in the several cases.* 
This relative character of the idea removes the seeming inconsistency with 
vv. 3 and 5,* and excludes all untrue and impious boasting ; but the taking 
Kabynua éexew dwronically,’ or as mimesis,° is forbidden even by xa? ov ele rov 
érepov. Hofmann interprets, although similarly in the main, yet without 
irony, and with a more exact unfolding of the purport : ‘‘ while otherwise he 
found that he might glory as he contrasted his own person with others, he will 
now in respect to the good which he finds in himself, seeing that he also discovers 
certain things in himself which are not good, have cause to glory only towards 
himself—himself, namely, who has done the good, as against himself who has 
done what is not good.” But in this interpretation the ideas, which are to 
form the key to the meaning, are gratuitously imported ; a paraphrase so 
subtle, and yet so clumsy, especially of the words cic éavtév udvov, could not 
be expected to occur to the reader. More simply, but introducing a differ- 
ent kind of extraneous matter, de Wette interprets : ‘‘and then he will for 
himself alone (to his own joy) have the glory (if he has any such thing, which 
is evidently called in question) not for others (in order thereby to provoke 
and challenge them).” But how arbitrary it is to assign to cic two refer- 
ences so entirely different, and with regard to xabynua to foist in the idea : 
‘if he has aught such” / A most excellent example of the eic¢ éavrov udvov 7d 
Kavynua éxewv is afforded by Paul himself, 2 Cor. x. 12.7 

Ver. 5. Reason assigned, not for the summons to such a self-examination, 
but for the negative result of it, that no one will have to glory ei¢ rév érepov : 
for every one will have to bear his own burden. No one will be, in his own 


1 Comp. Calvin and others; also Reith- 
mayr. 

2 Matthies. 

3 Bernhardy, p. 15. 

4In opposition to de Wette. 

6 Against which Calvin justly pronounces. 

6 Bengel and others; also Olshausen: “a 
thorough self-examination reveals so much 
in one’s own heart, that there can be no 
question of glory at all.” So in substance 
Chrysostom and Theophylact hold that 
Paul has spoken ovyxataBatixas, “ by accom- 
modation,” in order to wean his readers 


gradually from the habit of glorying ; 6 yap 
Edvodeis 4H TOD TAnTiov ws O Bapicatos, KaTa- 
Kavxaovat, Taxéws Kat Tod Kat’ éavTov évaBpv- 
veoSat anootnceta, ‘‘ For becoming accus- 
tomed not, as the Pharisee, to exult over 
one’s neighbor, he will abstain quickly even 
from private conceit,” Theophylact. Comp. 
Oecumenius, according to whom the sub- 
stantial sense is: éavtod Katayvwcetat, Kat 
ovxi érépwv, ‘He will accuse himself, and 
not others.” 
7 Comp. 2 Cor, i. 12 ff. 


252 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 


consciousness, free from the moral burden of his own sinful nature, which he 
hasto bear. The /fwtwre does not apply to the Jast judgment, in which every 
one will render account for his own sins,’ and receive retribution,? — a 
view which, without any ground in the context, departs from the sense of 
the same figure in ver. 2, and also from the relation of time conveyed in é£e, 
in ver. 4; but it denotes that which will take place in every man after the 
self-examination referred to in ver. 4: he will, in the moral consciousness, 
namely, produced by this examination, bear his own burden ; and that will 
preclude in him the desire of glorying ei¢ rdv érepov.—The distinction 
between Bdpoc and gopriov (which is not diminutive) consists in this, that’ 
the latter denotes the burden in so far as it is carried (by men, beasts, ships, 
wagons ; hence freight, baggage, and the like), while the former denotes the 
burden as heavy and oppressive ; in itself the ¢optiov may be light or heavy ; 
hence : gopria Bapéa,* and éAadpa ; * whereas the Bdpoc is always burdensome. 
The expression is purposely chosen here from its relative character. 

Ver. 6. In contrast to the referring of every one to himself (vv. 4, 5), there 
is now, by the kowwveirw dé, which is therefore placed emphatically * at 
the beginning, presented a fellowship of special importance to a man’s 
own perfection, which he must maintain : Fellowship, on the other hand, 
let him who is being instructed in the doctrine ® have with the instructor’ in all 
good (ver. 10), that is, let the disciple make common cause (endeavor 
and action) with his teacher in everything that is morally good. So, 
following Marcion (?) (in Jerome) and Lyra, in modern times Aug. 
Herm. Franke (in Wolf), who, however, improperly connects év xaow 
ayabotc, With katnyotvr:, Hennicke, de nexu loci, Gal. vi. 1-10, Lips. 1788 ; 
Mynster, kl. theol. Schr. p. 70, Matthies, Schott, Keerl, Diss. de Gal. vi. 
1-10, Heidelb. 1834, Trana, Jatho, Vémel, Matthias ; also not disapproved 
by Winer. Usually, however,® there is found in the words a summons to 
liberality towards the teachers, so that év racw ayaboic is taken as referring to 
the communication of everything good,*® or more definitely, of all earthly 
good things,” or of good things of every hind ;™ and kocvwveirw is taken either 
transitiwely,” as if the word were equivalent to xowovv :' communicet 


nevertheless members of the church endow- 
ed with the xapiopa didackadias,  charism of 
teaching,” who devoted themselves to the 
function of continuous instruction in their 


1 Augustine, c. lit. Petil. iii. 5 ; Luther. 

2 Jerome, Theodoret, Erasmus, Calvin, 
Grotius, Calovius, Estius, Bengel, Michael- 
is, Borger, Rtickert, and others ; comp. also 


Hofmann. churches. Rom. xii. 7. 
3 Matt. xxiii.4; Ecclus. xxi. 16. § As by Winer, Riickert, Usteri, Olshausen, 
4 Matt. xi. 30. Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, 


5 In opposition to Hofmann. 

6 xar’ é€oxyv, ‘‘ especially,” in the gospel; 
comp. 1 Thess. i. 6; Phil. i. 14. 

7 The question, whether the persons here 
meant were permanent teachers of the 
church, or itinerant evangelists, is to be 
answered by saying that neither of these 
two kinds of teachers is excluded. For al- 
though at that time there were nodiddoxador, 
““teachers,”’ speciaily instituted except the 
presbyters (see on Eph. iy. 11), there were 


Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr, and 
others. 

® Ewald. 

10“*in omni facultatum genere, ut usu 
venit,” ‘‘in every kind of resources, as the 
case may be,” Bengel. 

11 Ellicott, Hofmann. 

12 So usually, also by Ewald. 

13 As to the distinction between the two, 
see especially Thue. i. 39. 3. 


CHAP. VI., 6. 253 
(which, however, cannot be conclusively established in the N. T., not even 
in Rom. xii. 13 ; and in the passages from Greek authors! it is to be referred 
to the idea : “‘ to share with any one”), or intransitively :? ‘let him stand in 
Jellowship,” namely by communication, or in the sense of the participation 
in the teacher, which is perfected év raow ay.* But against the whole of 
this interpretation may be urged: (1) the singular want of connection of 
such a summons, not merely with what goes before,‘ but also with what 
follows,*® wherein Paul inculcates Christian morality generally. (2) Since in 
vv. 1-5 moral faultiness was the point in question, the reference which most 
naturally suggests itself for év raow ayaboic is a reference to moral good. 
(3) At the conclusion of this whole section in ver. 10, épyafaéueba 75 ayabdv 
k.T.4., TO dyabév is nothing else than the morally good. (4) The requirement 
itself, to communicate with the teacher in all good things, would, without 
more precise definition,® be so indeterminate and, even under the point of 
view of the possession as common property, Acts iv. 32,7 which we do not 
meet with in Paul’s writings, so little to be justified, that we cannot 


1In Fritzsche, a@ Rom. Il. p. 81, and 
Bremi, ad Aeschin. p. 317, Goth. 

2 So Usteri, de Wette, Wieseler. 

3 Hofmann, comparing Rom. xv. 27. 

4The connection with what goes before 
might be dispensed with, for Paul might 
(through 6€) have passed on to a fresh sub- 
ject. Winer, indeed, conceives the con- 
nection to be: ‘“‘cum vv. 4,5 ea tetigisset, 
quae priva sibi quisque habere debeat, nunc 
ad haee descendere, quae cum aliis commu- 
nicanda sunt,” ‘‘When vy. 4, 5 he had 
touched on those things which every one 
should have as private to himself, he now 
descends to those which are to be shared 
with others” (comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.) 
But, with the precept of /éberality towards 
teachers, so entirely alien to what goes be- 
fore, this connection appears forced ; and 
it would be better to forego any connecting 
link with what precedes (Riickert) than to 
bring out an illogical relation of the con- 
trast. de Wette discovers a satisfactory 
connection with vv. 1-5in the circumstance 
that there, as here, the apostle has in view 
defects of Christian social life. This, how- 
ever, is to specify not a connection, but 
merely a logical category. According to 
Ewald, the previous counsels are to be con- 
ceived as for the most part addressed to 
the Pauline teachers of the Galatians, and 
Paul therefore now adds a word as to the 
correct behavior of the non-teachers also. 
But the former idea is assumed without 
ground in the text, which speaks quite gen- 
erally. According to Wieseler the concep- 
tion is, that the care for worldly mainte- 
nance was a species of the Bapn, “ burdens” 
(ver. 2), which the readers were to relieve 


them of in return for their being instructed 
inthe word. But those Bépy, “‘ burdens,” are 
necessarily of a moral nature, burdens of 
guilt. According to Hofmann, Paul has 
previously exhorted every one to serve his 
neighbor with that which he is, and now ex- 
horts every one to employ that which he 
possesses, aS his Christian position requires. 
Ascheme of thought purely artificial, and 
gratuitously introduced. 

5 The sequel down to ver. 10 is indeed re- 
ferred by Luther (most consistently in 1538) 
and others, including Olshausen and de 
Wette, with more or with less (Koppe, de 
Wette, Hilgenfeld) consistency, to the beha- 
vior towards the teachers, by the despising of 
whom God is mocked, the support of whom 
is a sowing of seed for spiritual objects, 
etc. But looking at the general nature of 
the following instructions, which there is 
not a word to limit, how arbitrarily and 
forced is this view! Not less far-fetched 
and forced is the explanation of Hofmann, 
who considers that, because by means of 
the covvwvetv «.7,A. the teacher is enabled to 
attend to his own business, Paul in vv. 7 ff. 
warns against the erroneous opinion that 
people might, without danger to the soul, 
deal lightly with that Kcowwwveiv «.7.A.; that 
by means of this xowwvetv people devote 
that which they possess to the Spirit, etc. 

6 Luther, 1538: Paul desires simply, “‘ wt 
liberaliter eos alant, quantum satis est ad 
vitam commode tuendam,”’ ‘‘ that they liber- 
ally support them, so far as is sufficient for 
the proper maintenance of life,’—an idea . 
which is not suggested in the passage. 

7 de Wette. 
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venture to attribute it—thus thrown out without any defining limitation 
to the apostle, least of all in a letter addressed to churches in which misin- 
terpretations and misuse on the part of antagonistic teachers were to be 
apprehended. Through the stress laid by Wieseler on the spiritual counter- 
service of the teacher,’ the expression év rdow dyafoic, seeing that it must 
always involve that which is to be given by the disciples to their teacher, 
is by no means reduced to its just measure (the bodily maintenance as 
recompense for the rvevudrixa received, 1 Cor. ix. 11; Phil. iv. 15); whilst 
Ewald’s interpretation, ‘‘communication in all good things,”* cannot be 
linguistically vindicated either for cowwv. or for év.* Paul would have said 
perhaps: kod roveirw 6k.7.A. THK. TavTa ayabd, or something similar in correct 
Greek. The objection raised against our interpretation,‘ that it is difficult 
to see why this particular relation of disciple and teacher should be brought 
into prominence, is obviated by the consideration that this very relation 
had been much disturbed among the Galatians by the influence of the 
pseudo-apostles (iv. 17), and this disturbance could not but be in the high- 
est degree an obstacle to the success of their common moral effort and life. 
But in reference to de Wette’s objection that xocveveiv, instead of pipeioba, isa 
strange expression, it must be observed that Paul wished to express not at all 
the idea of imeiobar, but only that of the Christian xo.vwvia between disciple 
and teacher. The disciple is not to leave the sphere of the morally good to 
the teacher alone, and on his own part to busy himself in other interests 
and follow other ways ; but he is to strive and work in common with his 
teacher in the same sphere. In this view, the expression is (in opposition 
to Hofmann’s objection) neither too wide nor too narrow. Not too wide, 
because the sphere of moral good is one and the same for teachers and 
learners, and it is only the concrete application which is different. Not too 
narrow, because moral fellowship in Christian church-life finds its most 
effective lever in the fact that learner and teacher go hand in hand in all 
that is good. — 6 xatnyotpevoc tov Adyov].® It isself-evident that Paul means 
only the relation to true, Pauline teachers. —év raovv ayaoic] the sphere, 
in which common cause is made.® A classical writer would say, révtwv aya- 
Gov," or sic rdvta ayabd,* or even mepi ravtwy ay.° On the plural ra ayabd, as 
applied to moral good, comp. John vy. 29 ; Matt. xii. 35 ; Ecclus. xi. 31, 
xvii, 7, xxxix. 4, xiii. 25 ; and frequently in Greek authors. Paul might 
also have written év ravti ipyw ayad6 ;*° but év raoww ayaboic is more compre- 
hensive. The dative 76 karyy. is the dativus communionis, ‘‘ dative of 
impartation,” everywhere common." [See Note LXXIV., p. 271 seq. ] 

Ver. 7. A warning to the readers, in respect to this necessary moral fel- 
lowship, not to allow themselves to be led astray (by the teachers of error 


1 Comp. also Hofmann. 5 Comp. Acts xviil. 25. 

2 Comp. Grotius: ‘‘per omnes res bonas, ® Comp. Matt. xxiii. 30. 
4.é.,non per alimenta tantum, sed et alia ™ Heb. ii. 14; Plat. Rep. p. 464 A; Soph, 
obsequia et officia,” ‘‘not only by support, Trach. 543. 
but by other services and offices.”’ * Plat. Rep. p. 453 A. 

3 = 5, according to Sprachl. p. 484 f. ® Polyb. xxxi. 26. 6. 


4See Riickert, Usteri, Hilgenfeld, Wiese- 10 Col. i. 10. 
ler. 11 Dem. 142, wit. 789. 2. 


“Ny 
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or otherwise), with very earnest reference to the divine retribution. This 
nearest and easy connection makes it unnecessary to refer back to the whole 
of the section from ver. 1 onward.’ [See Note LXXV., p. 272.] —p7 raw- 
aove] See on 1 Cor. vi. 9. — Ocde ob poxrnpiverac] God is not sneered at, that 
is, mocked ; He does not submit to it. See the sequel. This mocking of God 
(a more forcible expression of the idea re:pdew Oc/1) takes place on the 
part of him who, by immoral conduct, practically shows that he despises 
God and accounts nothing of His judgment. On pv«rnpitew, properly, to turn 
up the nose,” and then to deride, comp. Sueton. Claud. 4 : oxdrrew Kat poxrnpi- 
Gew, ‘to jeer at and deride.” *—4 ydp éav omelpy x.t.A.] Proof for Ged¢ ob 
pxrnpivera. The identity between the kind of seed sown and the kind of 
fruit to be reaped from it (rovro, this, and nothing else ; for instance, from 
the sowing of weeds no wheat) is a figurative expression for the equivalent 
relation between moral action in the temporal life and the recompense at 
the judgment. * 

Ver. 8. Ground assigned for the foregoing proposition. ‘‘So it is, sincein 
fact the two opposite sorts of ground which receive the seed will also yield 
two opposite kinds of harvest.” In the words 6 éav oreipy avSp. tovTo k. Sepi- 
cet Paul, as was required by the matter which he would figuratively present 
(evil—good), has conceived two different classes of seed, with two sorts of 
recipient soil likewise essentially different ; one class comprises all the 
kinds of seed which are sown to a man’s own flesh, the other class includes 
all those which are sown to the Holy Spirit. He who scatters the former 
class of seeds, and therefore sows to his own flesh, will from this soil, which 
he has furnished with the corresponding seed, reap corruption, etc. There- 
fore we have not here any alteration in the figure, by which Paul leaves the 
description of the seed, and passes over to that of the soa,° but a proof that 
the state of the case, in accordance with the two kinds of soil which come into 
view, will not be other than is said in ver. 7. Observe the 671, for the most 
part neglected by expositors, which is not explanatory, but causative (‘ quo- 
niam,” Vulgate). — 6 oreipwy ei¢ t. cdpxa éavtod| that is, he who is minded 
and acts so that his own flesh—his sinfully-determined corporeo-psychical 
nature °—is the element conditioning and prompting his thoughts and ac- 
éavrov is added, because afterwards an objective principle, 16 rveiua, 
The idea that ¢ic¢ r. odpxa 


tions. 
is opposed to this selfish subjective principle." 


1 Wieseler. 

2 Comp. Horat. i. 6. 53 Mp. i. 19. 45. 

8 Sext. Emp. adv. math. i. 217; Job xxii. 
19; Prov. i. 80, xii. 8; 3 Ezr. i. 51. Comp. 
also puxtyp, Diog. L. ii. 19 ; Lucian. Prom. 1; 
puKtnpiopos, 2 Mace. vii. 39 ; and wuxtypratys, 
Athen. iy. p. 182 A, v. p. 187 C. 

4 Comp. 2 Cor. ix.6. The same figure is 
frequently used as to recompense, Hos. viii. 
7; Job iv.8; Prov. xxii. 8; Ecclus. vii. 2; 
Plat. Phaedr. p. 260D; Arist. Rhet. iii. 4; 
Plut. Mor. p. 394.D; Cic. de orat. ii. 65: “ut 
sementem feceris, ita metes,” ‘‘as you 
make the seeding, so will you reap.” 


5 Riickert, Hofmann, according to whom 
it is only this alteration which explains the 
connection with ver. 6. 

6 Comp. v. 16 f. 

7 Luther (1519 and 1524), with strange ar- 
bitrariness, holds that Paul desires to obvi- 
ate the thought ‘“‘ de seminatione masculi in 
carnem feminae.”” Butin 1533 he consistent- 
ly abides by the reference to the attitude 
towards the teachers, and explains: ‘“‘qui 
nihil communicat ministris verbi, sed se so- 
lum bene pascit et curat, id quod caro suadet,” 
““who communicates nothing to the minis- 
ters of the Word, but only feeds well him- 
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éavroi applies to cirowmeision’ is entirely foreign to the context. — ¢Sopav] 
corruption, destruction,? that is, here, in accordance with the contrast of (u7 
aidvioc, the eternal ardiea.* But the suggestion that ¢Sopdv is used in refer- 
ence to the corruptibility of the flesh,* cannot be entertained, because the 
true Christians who die before the rapovoia partake the lot of corruption, 
and the point of time for the harvest is conceived as not earlier than the 
nearly approaching rapovoia (ver. 9), in which either @dop4 or Cw aidviog will 
be the result of the judgment. According to de Wette, Paul has chosen this 
expression in order to denote the perishableness of carnal aims, and at the 
same time their destructive consequences for the soul. This is arbitrary. 
The general idea of ¢3opdv obtains its more precise definition simply from 
Conv aiov.® —6 08 oreipwv ei¢ Td mvevua] No more than in chap. v. does 7d 
mvevua here mean the higher nature of man,® but” it denotes the Holy Spirit. 
Jerome aptly remarks, that for this very reason Paul did not again add éavrow 
(which Ernesti would arbitrarily again supply). The less, therefore, the 
ground for misapplying the passage in favor of the meritoriousness of good 
works. The sense, when divested of figure, is : ‘‘he who is minded and 
acts so that the Holy Spirit is the element which determines and prompts 
dopa and Cay aid- 
viog are conceived as the two kinds of produce which shall have sprung up 
from the two different sorts of recipient soil. 

Ver. 9. Encouragement, not to become weary in that which is meant by 
this second kind of sowing ; 76 kadov rowvrtec is the same as would be figura- 
tively expressed by ei¢ 16 rveiua oreipovtrec. The autem (dé), which simply 
marks the transition to this summons, cannot be attached to the exhortation 
in ver. 6, as appending to it another.? — ékxaxéyuev] As to this form, and 
the form éy«ak.,’° see on 2 Cor. iv. 1. On the ‘‘slight paronomasia” ™ in 
kaAdv and éxcax., comp. 2 Thess. iii. 18. He who loses moral cowrage (éxxakeZ) 
loses also moral strength (éxAverac). — xaip@ yap idiw] at the time expressly des- 
tined for the reaping (Matt. xiii. 30), by which is meant the time of the 
mapovola, which man must await with perseverance in what is good.!? — uj 
éxAvdpuevor] not becoming weary,'? which is not to be understood of the not be- 
coming fatigued in the reaping,'4 a contrast being therein discovered either 


him.” — ék rod mveipatoc Sepioe x.7.2.] At the rapovoia.*® 


self, and attends to what the flesh advises,” 
etc. Comp. Calovius.and others ; also Hof- 
mann : he who applies that which he possesses 
to his own flesh, in order to gratify its desires. 
We may add that the Encratites made use 
of our passage (see Jerome) as a ground for 
rejecting sexual intercourse and marriage ; 
holding that he who takes a wife sows to 
the flesh, ete. 

1 Pelagius, Schoettgen; comp. Riickert 
and also Usteri. 

2 Rom. viii. 21; Col. ii. 22; 2 Pet. ii. 12; 
LXX. Ps. cii. 4; Wisd. xiv. 12; Thue. ii. 47; 
Plat. Pol. viii. p. 546 A; and frequently. 

5The same thought is expressed in 
Rom. viii. 13: et kara odpka Gre, mwéddeTe 
amodvyicKkev, Comp. ver. 28. 


4 Winer, Schott, Reithmayr, and others; 
comp. also Chrysostom and Theodoret. 

5 Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 17; 2 Pet. ii. 12. 

® Riickert, Schott, and most expositors }; 
also Ernesti Urspr. d. Stinde, I. p. 60, IL. 
p. 90f. 

7 So also Wieseler and Hofmann. 

8 See also Rom. viii. 11, 15-17; 2 Cor. v. 
5; Eph. i. 14. 

® Hofmann. 

10 Lachmann, Tischendorf. 

11 Winer. 

12 Comp. 1 Tim. vi. 15; Tit. i. 3. 

13 Matt. xv. 32; Mark viii.3; Heb. xii. 3; 
1 Mace. iii. 17 ; Wetstein, I. p. 426 ; Loesner, 
D. 336. 

14 Thus expressing the idea: ‘‘ Nulla erit 
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with the toils of the harvest proper,’ or with the labor of sowing.? Either 
form of the contrast would yield a description of the eternal harvest, which 
would be feeble, superfluous, and almost trifling, little in harmony with the 
thoughtful manner of the apostle elsewhere. We may add, that it is not 
the nature of the harvest (which was obvious of itself from ver. 8), but the 
time of the harvest, which constitutes the point on which the pu) éxxak. is 
grounded ; and therefore on kacp idiy Calvin aptly remarks, ‘‘ Spe igitur et 
patientia suum desiderium sustineant fideles et refrenent,” ‘‘In hope and 
patience, therefore, let believers sustain and restrain their longing.” Hence 
un éxAvéu. is rather to be taken as : if we do not become weary in doing good.* 
This denotes the present state, by which the future harvest is conditioned. 
It involves not a clumsy repetition,‘ but a reiterated setting forth of the 
condition, urgently emphasizing its importance, by means of a correlate 
word which closes the sentence with emphatic earnestness.° Nor would 
éxAvdévrec have been more correct,® but on the contrary : ‘‘ videndum, quod 
quoque loco tempus vel ferri possit,” ‘“‘ we must consider what time in every 
place can be especially admitted,” Herm. ad Viger. p. 773. Ewald’s ex- 
planation : undeniably, that is, necessarily, is without support from linguis- 
tic usage. Hofmann incorrectly makes ju éxAvduevor begin a new sentence ; 
for Paul always places dpa otv at the commencement, but here he would have 
fully preserved the emphasis of 7 éx4., if instead of dpa ody he had written 
merely ovv, or merely dpa. 

Ver. 10. Concluding exhortation of the section of the epistle which began 
at ver. 6, inferred from the preceding ka:pé yap idiw Oepicouev py éxA. (apa 
ovv). The specialty of this exhortation lies in 6¢ xavpov Eyouev, which is 
therefore emphatically prefixed : as we have a season suitable thereto.’ This 
seasonable time will have elapsed, when the rapovoia sets in ; we must there- 
fore utilize it as ours by the épyéfecOa: r6 ayafdv. The same idea as the 
éEayopdlecbas tr. kaipdv in Eph. v. 16 ; Col. iv. 5. Hofmann introduces the 
idea, that there will come for the Christians, even before the rapovoia, an 
“hour of temptation,” in which they can only (?) withstand evil, but not 
bestow good one on another. This idea is in opposition to the context in ver. 
9, and is nowhere else expressed ; and its introduction rests on the incor- 
rect explanation of épyda¢. 7d ayafév as referring to beneficence, and on the 
wrong idea that the doing good will become impossible. — é¢ is the usual 
as, that is, as corresponds with and is suitable to this circumstance, that we 
kacpov éxouev.£ Others, likewise retaining the signification ‘‘ as,” interpret : 


satietas vitae aeternae,”’ ‘‘ There will be no 4 Usteri. 
satiety of life eternal,’ Calovius. This is the > Comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 336. 
meaning also of Luther’s translation: 6 Riickert, Hofmann. 
“ without ceasing’ (Vulgate, non deficientes) ; 7 For instances of xatpov éxerv, opportunum 
comp. Estius. tempus habere, see Wetstein. 
1 Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius. 8 Comp. Luke xii. 58; John xii. 35; Clem- 
2 Usteri; the two ideas are combined by — ent, 2 Cor. 9; as éxomev Karpov rod iadjvat, 
Chrysostom, Clarius, and others. émd@mev EavTovs TS SepamevorTe eg, ‘as we 


3 See Photius in Oecumenius, p. 766 D, have opportunity to be healed, let us give 
and Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and ourselves to the care of God that healeth ” 


nearly all modern expositors. 


aly 
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prout habemus opportunitatem, ‘‘ as we have opportunity,” that is, when and 
how we have opportunity.!. For this, indeed, no conditional ay would be 
necessary ; but how weak and lax would be the injunction ! Besides, karpdv 
has obtained, by means of ver. 9, its quite definite reference. Others take 
6c as causal.2 So Koppe, Paulus, Usteri (because we have time and oppor- 
tunity), de Wette ; also Winer, who, however, does not decide between 
quoniam, ‘‘ since,” and prout, ‘‘as.” But 6c, in the sense of because, is no- 
where to be found in Paul’s writings (not even in 2 Tim. i. 3). Most ex- 
positors explain it as so long as,* which, however, it never means, not even 
in Luke xii. 58. —10 ayafév] the morally good, not the useful. Not merely 
the article, but also the use of the expression by Paul, in definite connec- 
tion with épydfec#a, as applying to morality active in works,’ ought to have 
prevented the interpretation of 1d ayafév, at variance with the context, as 
benefits. Hofmann’s interpretation (‘‘do good towards others”), in more 
general terms evading the definite idea, amounts to the same thing. The 
ayabév in this passage is the same as 70 xaAdv in ver. 9. That which is good 
is also that which is morally beautiful. Comp. especially Rom. vii. 18 f. — 
mpc] in relation to, in intercourse with : see Winer, p. 378 f. ; Sturz, Lex. Xen. 
III. p. 698 ; Bernhardy, p. 265. — rove oixeiove tHe riotewc| the associates in the 
JSatth, believers. oixeioc, primarily inmate of the house, comes to be used gen- 
erally in the sense of special appertaining to,’ without further reference to 
the idea of a house. So with the genitive of an abstract noun, as oixeiou 
gtaocogiac, ‘‘ associates of philosophy” (Strabo, I. p. 13 B), yewypadiac, ‘‘ of 
geography” (Strabo, I. p. 25 A.), ddcyapyiac, ‘‘ of the oligarchy” (Diod. Sic. 
xill. 91), and the like in Wetstein, p. 286 ; Schweigh. Lez. Polyb. p. 401.° 
The xioric is the Christian faith ; those who belong to it are the morebovrec. 
The opposite would be : The idea that the church 
is the oixocg Ocov® is improperly introduced here, in order to obtain the sense : 
‘qui per fidem sunt in eadem atque no, familia Domini,” ‘‘ who are by faith 
in the same family of God as we.” For ric rictewe conveys the complete 
definition of rov¢ oixeiove ; and the sense mentioned above must have been 
expressed by some such form as rove judv oixelove tH¢ rictewc.!' Paul might 
also simply have written mpdc trove mucrebovrac ; but the expression oixe(ovc 
7. 7. suggests a stronger motive. Among the raou, in relation to whom we 
have to put into operation the morally good, those who belong to the faith 
have the chief claims—because these claims are based on the special sacred 
duty of fellowship which it involves—in preference to those who are stran- 


Tove GAAotpioue THE TLOT. 


1 Thus Knatchbull, Homberg, Wolf, Zach- 
ariae, Hilgenfeld. 

2Heindorf, ad Gorg. p. 113; Matthiae, 
p. 1511. 

%So Flatt, Riickert, Matthies, Schott, 
Olshausen. 

4 Olshausen. 

5 Rom. ii. 10; Eph. iv. 28. 

¢ Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, and many 
others, including Schott, de Wette, and 
Wieseler. 

7 Comp. LXX. Isa. lviii. 7. 


8 Comp. Ta THs apes oixeta, ‘‘ things con- 
formable with virtue,’ 2 Macc. xv. 12; ra 
THS PUoews oikeca, ‘things conformable with 
the nature,’’ Dem. 1117. 25. 

97 Tim iit. 155 Hebaiilnne a Vvon0,. Xenon 
1 Pet. iv. 17. 

10 Beza; comp. Estius, Michaelis, and 
others, also Schott and Olshausen, Wiese- 
ler, and Ewald, who limits the idea to the 
same church. 

11 Comp. Phil. ii. 80, e¢_a/. ; Winer, p. 180, 
rem. 3. 
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gers to the faith, although in respect even to the latter that conduct is to be 
observed which is required in Col. iv. 5, 1 Thess. iv. 12. 


Note. — If the reading épya{éueba (see the critical notes), which is followed by 
Ewald, were the original one, the indicative would not (with Winer in his 
Commentary, but not in his Gramm. p. 267) have to be taken as a stronger and 
more definite expression instead of the hortative subjunctive (do we therefore the 
good), since this use of the present indicative (Jacobs, ad Ach. Tat. p. 559, ad 
Delect. epigr. p. 228 ; Heindorf, ad Gorg. p. 109; Bernhardy, p. 396) in non-in- 
terrogative language (John xi. 47) is foreign to the N. T., although opportunities 
for it often presented themselves. The interpretation of the whole sentence 
as an interrogation has been rightly given up by Lachmann (also at Rom. xiv. 
19), because so complete an interruption by a question does not occur elsewhere 
in Paul’s writings, and the addition wa/vora dé mpdc¢ Tode oikelovg THE TioTewe in- 
dicates that the passage is of the nature of an assertion, and not of a question. 
épydloueba 76 ayaév would rather represent the matter as actually taking place 
(we do it, we hold it so, it is our maxim), and would thus belong to the ideal delin- 
eation of Christian life common with the apostle ; which might indeed be 
highly appropriate in its place at the conclusion of a discourse as a note of 
triumph, but here, in immediate connection with mere exhortations and injunc- 
tions, would be somewhat out of place. 


Vy. 11-18. Final section of the epistle in the apostle’s own handwriting. 
The main points of controversy are here briefly summed up : then in ver. 17 
a repetition of molestations is deprecated, and ver. 18 concludes with the 
farewell blessing. 

Ver. 11. Not ‘‘anodd verse,” the purport of which is ‘‘ a singular whim :” ? 
on the contrary, in accordance with his well-known manner in other pas- 
sages,* Paul adds to the letter, which up to this point he had dictated,* the conclu- 
sion from ver. 11 onward in his own handwriting. By means of these 
autograph endings the epistles indicated their authentic character.° But 
this close of our epistle, as stringently comprehending all its main points 
once more, was intended to catch the eyes of the readers as something so 
specially important, that from ver. 12 to the end the apostle wrote it with very 
large letters,® just as we, in writing and printing, distinguish by letters of a 
larger size anything that we wish to be considered as peculiarly significant. 
To this point, and consequently to the quite special importance of the addi- 
tion now made at the end, not by the hand of the amanuensis, but by 
his own hand in large writing, Paul calls the attention of his readers, and 


1 Usteri. 

21 Cor. xvi. 21; Col. iv. 18; 2 Thess. iii. 17. 

3 Comp. Rom. xvi. 22. 

4 From 2 Thess. iii. 17 it isto be assumed 
that Paul closed al his epistles with his 
own hand, even when he does not expressly 
say 80. 

5 See 2 Thess. ii. 2, ili. 17. 

6 The principal emphasis is on the word 
mmarixots, Which is therefore placed apart; 
the secondary stress lies on TH euy xerpi. It 


may, however, be doubtful whether Paul 
wrote merely ver. 12 with larger letters, and 
the sequel with his own hand but in h’s 
ordinary mode of writing, or whether he 
continued the large characters down to 
ver. 16 or to ver. 18. The internal connec- 
tion of vv. 12-16, the uniform solemn tone 
of these verses down to their solemn con- 
clusion, and the abrupt character of ver. 
17, all unite in inducing us to adopt the 
second view. 
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says: ‘‘ See with how great letters I have written (the sequel, from ver. 12) to 
you with my own hand!” Neither idere ' nor éypapa? is at variance with the 
reference to what follows ; for Paul, following the custom of letter-writers, 
has in his mind not the present point of time, when he is just about to write, 
but the point of time, when his readers have received the letter and conse- 
quently see what and how he has written.* Just in the same way in Philem. 
19, éypaa th éuy xerpi points to what follows. In keeping with this is the 
similarly common use of éreuwa, ‘‘respectu habito temporis, quo alter donum 
accipiebat,” ‘“‘respect being had to the time wherein another received the 
gift.” Holsten, Voemel, Matthias, Windischmann, Reithmayr, agree with 
our view. Grotius also (‘‘sua manu scripsit omnia, quae jam sequuntur,” 
‘* With his own hand he wrote all that now follows”), Studer, and Laurent 
refer the words to what follows. Grotius, however, contrary to the usus 
loquendi, explains ryAixouc as how much, thus making Paul call attention to the 
length of his autograph conclusion ; and Studer understands it as referring 
to the wnshapeliness of the letters (in opposition to this, see below) ; while 
Laurent,® against the signification of the word, adheres to the qualibus, 
‘‘ what sort,” of the Vulgate, and is of opinion that Paul wrote this conclusion 
of the letter in the cwrsive character. Usually, however (as also by Ewald, 
Wieseler, Hofmann [Eadie]}), ver. 11 is referred to the whole epistle, which 
Paul had written with his own hand,® r7Aixovc being explained’ as referring 
to the wnshapeliness of the letters,® arising from want of practice in writing 


1 In opposition to Riickert and Schott. 

2 In opposition to Usteri. 

3 Philem. 19, 21; 1 John ii. 14, 21; Acts 
XV. 27, xxiii. 830; Rom. xvi. 22; Thue. 1.1 
in. ; Isoer. ad Demonic. in. 

4 Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd. i. 9. 25; comp. 
Kriiger, § 53. 10. 1. 

5In the Stud. u. Krit. 1864, p. 644 ff., and 
in his newt. Stud. p. 125. 5. 

®JIn adopting this view various grounds 
have been guessed for its autograph com- 
position. Pelagius: ‘‘that Paul desired to 
show that he was not afraid!” Ambrosi- 
aster, comp. Augustine and Michaelis: 
“that he desired to prove the genuineness of 
the epistle.”’ Chrysostom (who, moreover, 
assumes in addition the cause assigned by 
Pelagius), Luther, Calvin, Calovius, and 
many others: ‘‘that his intention was to 
show the Galatians his earnest care for 
them, to make them attentive in reading, 
and the like.’’ Hilgenfeld: ‘“‘that he at- 
tached 80 much importance to the epistle.”’ 
Ewald: ‘‘that Timothy had not been with 
him just at the time when he composed the 
epistle; and he thus wished, in the post- 
script written at a somewhat later period, 
to make excuse for the large inelegant 
letters in which the epistle had been writ- 
ten.”” Hofmann: ‘‘that the autograph writ- 
ing was intended (fo bring the apostle as it 


were vividly before the eyes of his readers.” 
Hofmann is also of opinion that Paul had 
not elsewhere written with his own hand, 
that he might not needlessly curtail the 
time for procuring his bodily maintenance. 
As if the dictating to the pen of another 
would not have involved just as much loss 
of time! Tertius and Timothy were hardly 
shorthand writers. Or is Paul supposed to 
have been occupied in tent-making during 
the time when he was dictating his letters, 
which presuppose so much abstraction and 
concentration of mental labor? 

7 With Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophy- 
lact, Oecumenius, Cajetanus, Estius, Winer, 
Rickert, Usteri, Hilgenfeld. 

8 This is not, as is often stated, the view 
of Jerome, who, on the contrary, specifies 
this view only to reject it, and assumes 
that down to ver. 11 the epistle was writ- 
ten by the amanuensis, but after ver. 11 by 
Paul himself in very large characters, in 
order that his readers should recognize his 
genuine handwriting and at the same time 
his solicitous care forthem. Jerome there- 
fore comes nearest to our view, but intro- 
duces into the myAicors purposes which have 
no natural connection with the largeness of 
the characters, and could not, without fur- 
ther intimation, have been understood by 
the reader. Theodore of Mopsuestia. ex- 
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Greek ; or mix. ypduu. being explained as: what a large letter I have 
written to you. So most expositors, including de Wette and Hofmann. 
But against this latter view—although the epistle, notwithstanding 1 Pet. v. 
12, Heb. xiii. 22, would no doubt be long enough for an autograph one— 
may be urged the very use which it assumes of ypdupara for ériorodh,' since 
Paul elsewhere always calls an epistle éxioroa# ;? and, on the other hand, he 
just as constantly uses the word ypayya, in the singular? and plural,‘ to ex- 
press the idea of a letter of the alphabet ; and also the decisive consideration 
that the employment of the dative (instrum.), instead of the accusative,» 
would be quite in opposition to all usage.° The dative would only be 
suitable if, instead of éypawa, tapexddeca perhaps, or some suitable word, 
followed. Against the former interpretation, which refers the word to the 
unshapeliness of the letters, it may be urged that the idea of dyop¢ia is arbi- 
trarily introduced into ryiixorc, as this quality is by no means an essential 
characteristic of large letters ; secondly, that the charge of want of practice 
in writing Greek cannot be proved. The native of Tarsus and Roman citi- 
zen, who from his youth had enjoyed a learned training in Jerusalem, where 
the Greek language was very current among the Jews’—the man who 
handled with so much delicacy and skill the Greek literary language, who 
was familiar with the works of the Greek poets,* and who was in constant 
intercourse with Greek Jews and Gentiles,—is it to be thought that such an 
one should not have possessed even the humble attainment of writing Greek 
without making the letters of an unshapely size? In Wieseler’s view, the 
large letters were very legible (for the public reading of the epistle) ; and in 
calling attention to this circumstance, Paul desires to bring into prominence 
his great love for his readers, which shuns no trouble on their account. 
But even thus the matter would amount only toa trifle. The Galatians 
were in possession of far greater proofs of his love than the size of the char- 


plains it better, likewise understanding 
mArikows ypdumacw correctly (uelgoow éxpy- 
gato ypéupacv, ‘he used larger letters’), 
and specifying as Paul’s object that wéAdAwy 
kadanter3a. Tav évavtiwyv, ‘being about to 
assail his adversaries,”’ he wished to inti- 
mate that he neither épuydpig ove apvetrac 
7a Aeyoueva, ‘is ashamed of nor disowns 
what he has said.” [See Note LXXVL, 
p. 272.) 

1 Taking the word by itself, there can be 
no doubt that ypéupa (scriptum, 2 Tim. ili. 
15, John y. 47) may, according to the con- 
text, mean epistle, so that in the plural it 
would denote epistolae (Acts xxviii. 21, and 
often in Greek authors), but may also 
apply to a single epistle. Thus, for instance, 
Thue. vii. 8. 8, where émcaroAy is used short- 
ly before ; Xen. Oyr.iv. 5. 26, where émaroAy 
occurs immediately after; Ken. Zph. ii. 5 
and Locella én loc. Comp. also Luke xvi. 6; 
1 Mace. iv. 10, 14; Ignat. Rom. 8, ad Polyc. ". 

ZHVCOM.Vs 9) XVisd 5 2 Cor, ii, 1 fs, x. 10); 


2 Thess. ii. 2, iii. 14, 17. 

3 Rom. ii. 27, 29, vii. 6; 2 Cor. iii. 6. 

42 Cor. iii. 7%. 

5 Acts xxiii. 25; Rom. xvi. 22; 2 Pet. iii. 1. 

® Quite irrelevantly Hofmann compares 
the usage of combining a verb with the 
abstract noun derived from it in the dative 
(Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 159); and just as 
irrelevantly the expression cimetv Ady, 
Matt. viii. 8 (see on this passage), Luke 
vii. 7. Not even that use of ciety Adye, in 
which it may denote to deliver as an orator 
(Kriiger on Thuc. i. 22. 1), would here be 
analogous. Only such phrases as, ¢.g., 
Xpvaois ypdppmacr ypapery, to write with golden 
letters, Lucian. Alex. 43; meyddots yoaup, 
avaypadev, to write down in large letters, 
GyMn. 22; ypdupmacwy “EAAnvicots, Luke xxiii. 
88, Elz.; dowxiors ypdum., Soph. Fragm. 
460 D, really correspond. 

7 See Hug, inl. IL. § 10. 

8 See on Acts xvii. 28. 
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acters in his own handwriting, which, besides, might be something very 
different from legibility. 

Ver. 12.1 All those whose wish and will are directed to making a fair show in 
the flesh, that is, to the having a specious appearance, while they are involved 
in fleshly habits,—this class of men force circumcision upon you, and they do 
so solely for the reason that they may not bring on themselves persecution on 
account of the cross of Christ. This persecution they would incur on the part 
of the Jews, if they preached the cross of Christ and at the same time re- 
jected circumcision ; whereas, by insisting on circumcision, they disarmed the 
zeal of the Jews for the law,? and removed from the cross of Christ all occa- 
sion of their experiencing persecution for it.* In order to understand the 
passage rightly, we must note that the emphasis is on eirpocurfoa (not on 
év capkt) : they desire to combine @ pleasing exterior with an unspiritual, 
carnal state of life, in which they really are. Thus is characterized the hyp- 
ocritical conduct of these people, whose jesuitry makes them resemble the 
Tagote Kexoviaévore (Matt. xxili. 27; comp. Acts xxiii. 3). So many as 
belong to this dissembling class, they constrain you to be circumcised ! — ed- 
mpbowroc| speciosus facie, ‘‘ fair of face,” sometimes applied to actual beauty of 
person,° and sometimes to a mere specious appearance,° is very commonly 
used among Greek authors ;’ but evxpoowreiv is not preserved elsewhere in 
the literary language.* — éy capxi|is the element of the sinful nature of man,’ 
in which, instead of being renewed and refined by the Holy Spirit, those 
hypocrites are found living, and at the same time endeavor to give to them- 
selves a good coloring which would prepossess the opinion of others in 
their favor. The juxtaposition of the words, ‘‘to look fair in the flesh,” 
reveals the moral contradiction in their nature, and delineates their whole 
portraiture, as if with one sharp touch, indignantly, vigorously, and appro- 
priately. The words are usually explained : ‘‘those who desire to be well- 
pleasing by means of outward carnal things, such as circumcision and the obsere- 
ance of the ceremonial law generally.” !° Of course év capxi might, ex adjuncto, 
obtain the sense, by means of circumcision and observance of the law," but in 
this passage the context suggests no ground for thinking of anything else 
than that which was just shortly before meant by cdpé, in the contrast 
drawn between odpé and rvevua.” And how feeble and inexpressive, when 
placed at the commencement of so energetic a passage, would be the de- 
scription of the misleaders which this interpretation would yield! Holsten 
interprets in a similar way, but develops the sense more accurately, and 
takes év capxi as the sphere in which the eizp. manifests itself, ‘‘all who 


1 As to vv. 12-16, see the excursus of 
Holsten, 2. Evang. d. Paul wu. Petr. 348 ff. 

2 Comp. on v. 11. 

3 Note the critically correct position of 
the p77. 

4 Comp. 2 Cor. v. 12. 

5 As Xen. Mem. i. 3. 10. 

® As Herod. vii. 168; Dem. 277. 4; Lucian. 
Herm. 51. 

7 Comp. Gen. xii. 11. 


8 In Dion. Hal. iii. 11 we find eirpocwzia ; 
in Symmachus, Ps. cxli. 6, evrpogwricdycar. 
Comp. ¢atvotpogwmetv, Cic. Alt. vii. 21, xiv. 
215 ceuvorpoowmery, Arist. Nub. 363. 

9 Ver. 8, iii. 8, v. 17. 

10 Riickert ; comp. Beza, Gomarus, Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller, Winer, Usteri, Matthies, 
Schott, Olshausen, and others. 

11 Comp. Rom. ii. 28. 

12 Comp. Wieseler. 
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desire a fair show in the fleshly domain ;” this applies in the concrete to cir- 
cumeision, which could have true significance only as a sign of inward right- 
eousness,' but to which these persons adhered ‘‘for its fair show of righteous- 
ness.” But it is not until ver. 13 that ocdépé obtains its reference in harmony 
with the text to circumcision ; in respect to which, moreover, the idea, that 
circumcision is the seal of righteousness, is not at all intimated in the connec- 
tion of our passage. Lastly, Chrysostom and his successors, Erasmus, 
Calvin, Estius, Grotius, and others, have assigned to év capxi the unmeaning 
sense rap’ avOpdro¢ ; and Hofmann has arrived at the trifling interpretation, 
that the idea meant was ‘‘a pleasing cheerfulness of outward appearance, 
springing from and testifying to a natural amiability, to which the opponents 
of the apostle aspired : they would fain appear with the expression of natural 
amiability.” Thus the description of the opponents placed at the head of 
this final outburst, so full of holy severity and indignation, would simply 
amount to the assertion of an amiable bonhommie, ‘‘ good-fellowship,” by which 
they were impelled. Holsten justly designates this view as inconceivable. 
{See Note LXXVIL., p. 272.] — avayxafovow] they are occupied with, busy 
themselves in, forcing circumcision upon you.’ As to the idea of avayxag. 
see on Matt. xiv. 22.3— wdvoy iva] merely from the (self-interested) motive, 
that they, etc. —rT6 otavp tov Xpiorov] that is, on account of the cross of 
Christ, because they preach Christ as crucified. The instrumental dative 
denotes the cause of the persecution. See Rom. xi. 20; 2 Cor. ii. 12; 
Bernhardy, p. 101 f. ; Winer, p. 202 f. So most expositors, including 
Riickert, Matthies, Usteri, Schott, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hil- 
genfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann. But others explain the words according to 
the idea of the ra@fuata Xpsorov :* “ne participes fiant suppliciorum Christi,” 
‘lest they may become partakers of Christ’s sufferings,’ Winer ; comp. 
Jerome, Luther, Grotius, Semler, Michaelis, Koppe, Morus, de Wette, 
Ewald. The evident reference to v. 11° is decidedly opposed to this inter- 
pretation, even apart from the singular nature of the idea r@ cravpy 
didxecba (Paul would have written rai¢ OAieor or the like). 

Ver. 13. They have no other design than merely that stated in ver. 12 
(iva 76 otavp@ x.7.A.). For so far from its being their aim, by the enforce- 
ment of circumcision, to re-establish the observance of the law among you, 
not even the circumcised (who are in question) themselves, for their own part, 
keep the law, but d? avOporivny didotipiay tavta ndvra yiveras brép apeckeiag Tov 
ariorwv, ‘through human ambition all this is done to please the unbeliev- 
ing,” Chrysostom. — oi mepirerumuévo.] is said contemptuously, and with 


1 Rom. iii. 25 f. 

2 See Bernhardy, p. 370. 

3 Comp. ii. 3, 14. 

4 See on 2 Cor. i. 5; Col. i. 24. 

5 Holsten holds the peculiar view, that 
what is in y. 11 expressed objectively, re- 
ceives here a subjective turn: “‘in order that 
they (those who are offended) should no more 
be persecuted through (the offence at) the 
cross.”’ The oravpas 7, X. had, in his view, 


been to the Jewish Christians an obscure 
point, and in presence of the Pauline 
churches a painfrd wound, by the recollection 
of which they were, in a metaphorical 
sense, persecuted. But what plain reader 
would have been able to unriddle a sense 
so enigmatically wrapped up—a sense which 
Paul might easily have expressed in clear 
words? 
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indignation, of the fraternity of the false apostles, of whom it might at 
least have been expected that they themselves would combine obedience to 
the law with their being circumcised.’ But the grownd for their non- 
observance of the Mosaic law is conceived by Paul to be, neither their dis- 
tance from Jerusalem,’ nor the general impossibility of a complete fulfilment 
of the law *— both of which would be exculpatory, and wholly unsuited to 
the idea of the worthlessness of the persons concerned, — but their hypo- 
critical badness.* It is true that, among the Jews generally, notwithstanding 
their self-conceit, there was a deficiency in their obedienceto the law ;° but 
an observance of the law might have been expected at all events from these 
mepiteTtunuévot, Who were such champions for circumcision and insisted on it 
so much (ver. 12). Yet not even they themselves, etc. —iva év rH byuer. capki 
xavy.] The odpé is not to be here taken again in an ethical sense, as in ver. 
12 ;° but, according to the close and definite connection with repiréwvecbar, it 
must be taken as referring to the corporeal nature, so far as it is in it that 


circumcision takes place.’ 


1As at any rate the false teachers are 
meant, and these were Jewish Christians, 
the reading mepitenvomevor is plainly absurd. 
They were, in fact, not subjected to circum- 
cision (Reithmayr), but circumcised, and 
could not therefore be designated, ‘‘ accord- 
ing to their quality as Jews”’ (Moeller on de 
Wette), aS mepiteuvoumevor (present). See 
especially Reiche, p. 93. The idea that these 
men were formerly Gentiles, part of whom 
were still on the point of accepting circum- 
cision, and that their adherents are included 
(de Wette), is quite as unhistorical (see Acts 
xv. 1,53; 2 Cor. xi. 22; Acts xi. 20-22) as the 
expedient of Hilgenfeld is groundless : that 
among those false teachers (‘‘ the circum- 
cision-people”’) the act of circumcision had 
still continued, not merely outwardly in the 
reception of the newly-born and proselytes 
(in that case Paul must have said ot wepitéu- 
vovtes), but also inwardly, by virtue of the 
significance ascribed toit. In his Zettschr. 
1860, p. 220, Hilgenfeld appeals to ot mepireu- 
vomevor in the Act. Petr. et Pauli, 68; but 
wrongly, because there (see the sequel) the 
subject is moral circumcision. The view of 
Neander is also mistaken, p. 366. Accord- 
ing to Wieseler and Matthias, who likewise 
read mepiteuvopevor, the meprtenvouevor Were 
those among the Galatian Gentile Christians, 
who, led away by the pseudo-apostles, 
allowed themselves to be circumcised. In that 
case we must with these expositors make 
the seducers themselves, the pseudo- 
apostles, the subject of S¢Aovow. But this 
view is intolerable ; how could Paul enable 
the reader to guess this change of subject ? 
The subject of ¢dvAdco. must also be the 
subject of déAovorv, or else Paul must have 
written as awkwardly as possible. Conse- 


The emphasis is, however, on tperépa ;* hence 


quently the subject of both the verbs can 
only be the false apostles, who, however, 
were mepiteTunmevor, and not mepitenvomevor. 
—Hofmann and Holsten are of opinion that 
the present participle is intended to denote 
the Jews generally, inasmuch as circumcision 
wasinuse among them. Against this view 
it may be decisively urged, that the subjects 
of the following 3éAovew can be no other 
than ot mepitewvouevor, and thus likewise the 
Israelites generally (as Hofmann consis- 
tently explains it); nevertheless these 
Sédovtes (ver. 13) must necessarily be the 
very same as those to whom the #éAovewy in 
ver. 12 applies, and therefore not the Jews 
generally, but the Judaistic adversaries. 
Moreover, to these only is the ovdé, not even, 
suitable, which presupposes in those con- 
cerned a higher degree of obligation than in 
the case of others who were bound to obey 
the law. The forced expedient of Holsten 
is highly arbitrary: that Paul included the 
false teachers (consequently, according to 
our reading and interpretation, the mepiret 
nmévoc) in the category of those circumcising 
themselves (and therefore the mepiteuvome- 
vot). Comp. Stallbaum, ad Huthyphr. p. 12; 
Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 618. 

2 Theodoret and others ; also Schott. 

3 Jerome, Estius; comp. Usteri. 

4 Comp. ver. 12. 

5 Rom. ii. 17-28. 

8 Wieseler, comp. Ewald. 

7 Eph. ii. 11; Col. ii. 18. 

8 Not on capxi (Matthias, Holsten), as if 
Paul had written tH capxi vuayv. Comp. 
2 Cor. viii. 8, Rom. xi. 31, 1 Cor. xv. 31, where 
the pronoun, rarely used by Paul, is like- 
wise emphatic. 
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Olshausen is the more wrong in finding a contrast—which is quite out of 
place here—to the souls, which those false teachers ought to have sought 
after. The antithetic element of 17 iyer. lies in the conceit of the mepiter- 
unuévoe as to their own circumcision, as the correlate of which the circum- 
cision of the Galatian Gentile Christians, to be effected by them, was to be 
the subject of their boasting. But this sentence of purpose is parallel to 
the iva r@ oravpé x.t.A. contained in ver. 12, seeing that the pseudo-apostles 
in fact by this intended boasting—of their diffusion of theocratic Judaism 
by the circumcision of Gentile Christians which they procured—thought to 
avert the persecutions of the Jews ; Theophylact : iva év 76 kataxérrew rip 
duetépav odpka Kavyfjowvtar a¢ diddoxahor budv Kar pabytac buac Eyovtec, ‘‘ that 
in cutting your flesh they may boast that they are your teachers and have 
you as disciples.” It is a cavyaoba, inthe face not of heathenism,’ but of the 
non-Christian Judaism, from whose side the persecution on account of the 
cross of Christ (ver. 12) was threatened. 

Ver. 14. By way of contrast, not to the national vanity of the Jews,” but 
to the xavydoba: which the pseudo-apostles had in view, Paul now presents his 
own principle: ‘‘ from me, on the other hand, far be it to glory, except only in 
the cross of Christ.” — éuot un yévorro xavy.] mihi ne accidat, ut glorier, ‘‘ to me 
let it not happen to glory.” On this deprecating expression with the infini- 
tive, comp. LXX. Gen. xliv. 7, 17; Josh. xxii. 29, xxiv. 16 ; 1 Macc. xiii. 
5, 9, 10; Ignat. Hph. 12 ; Ken. Cyr. vi. 3.11: 6 Zed pwéycore, AaBeiv por 
yévorto avtév, Anab. 1. 9.18; Dem. xxxiii. 25 ; Ellendt, Lev. Soph. I. p. 
366. —In the words ¢i uy év 76 oravpd down to kécuw, observe the defiant 
enthusiasm, which manifests itself even in the fulness of the expression. 
How very different the conduct of the opponents, according to ver. 12! 
Nothing but the crossof Christ is to be the subject of his xavyaoba ; nothing, 
namely, but the redemption accomplished on the cross by Christ constituted 
the basis, the sum, and the divine certainty of his faith, life, hope, action, 
etc.’ Thus it isa truly apostolic ovymoron: kavyaoba év 7H oravpd. The 
cross is ‘‘ 7d katyyua tov kavynudtor, ‘‘ the boast of boasts,” Cyril. — dv’ ob 
éwot Kbopoc Eotatip. Kayo TO kdoum] reveals the cause why he may not glory in 
anything else: ‘‘ through whom the world is crucified to me, and I (se. torat- 
pwpat) unto the world,” that is, ‘‘by whose crucifixion is produced the 
result, that no internal fellowship of life longer exists between me and the 
world : it is dead for me, and I forit.” By Calvin, Bengel, Winer, Usteri, 
Hofmann, Holsten, Matthias, Reithmayr, and others, dv ov is referred to the 
cross. But it is more pertinent to refer it to the fully and triumphantly ex- 
pressed subject immediately preceding, row kupiov judv'Ijo0v Xpiorow :* through 
whom, that is, according to the context, by means of whose crucifixion. [See 
Note LXXVIIL., p. 272.] This effect is dependent on the inward fellow-! 
ship with the den of Christ ° commenced by faith, and maintained by the 


1 Holsten. 4 Vulgate, Erasmus, Beza, Luther, and 

2 Hofmann, in accordance with his in- many others, including de Wette, Ewald, 
terpretation of ver. 13. Wieseler. 

3 Comp. Phil. iii. 7 ff.; 2 Cor. v. 15 ff; $ ii. 19 f.; Rom. vi. 


1 Cor. i. 23, ii. 2, e¢ al. 
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Holy Spirit. By this fellowship Paul is transplanted into an entirely new 
relation of life, and feels that all the previous interests of his life are now 
“stripped of their influence over him, and that he is now completely inde- 
pendent of them.’— éuoi] for me, denotes the ethical reference of the rela- 
tion. See Bernhardy, p. 84. —xéoyoc? finds its explanation from ver. 15 
(obre mepitouy, ovTe axpoBvoria), namely, the organic totality of all relations aloof 
Jrom Christianity, looked upon, indeed, as a living power, which exercises 
authority and sway over the unconverted, but in the case of the converted 
has become dead through his admission into the fellowship of faith and life: 
with the crucified Lord ; that is, has ceased to influence and determine his 
thoughts, feelings, and actions. Thus the world is crucified to him by 
means of the crucifixion of Christ.* — kayo +6 xéopu] for the cessation of the 
mutual fellowship of life is meant to be expressed, and the matter to be 
thus wholly exhausted.4 
Ver. 15. Tép] introduces an explanatory reason assigned, not for the 
Kavyaoba év Te oravp@,® which has already received its full explanation in 
the relative sentence dv’ od x.r.4., but for the just expressed 6? ob éyol Kécpoc¢ 
This relation of his to the world cannot indeed, according to the 
axlom oire mepitouy x.T.A., be other than that so expressed. In justification 
of this reference of ydp, observe that meputou# and axpofvoria comprehend the 
two categories of worldly relations apart from Christianity, which had so 
prominently re-asserted themselves in those very Galatian disturbances 
(comp. v. 6). or neither circwmeision availeth, nor uncireumeision, but a new 
creature :® that is, ‘‘for it is a matter of indifference whether one is circum- 
cised or uncircumcised ; and the only matter of importance is, that one should 
be created anew, transferred into a new, spiritual condition of life.” As to the 
form and idea of kav kriowc, see on 2 Cor. v.17. As characteristics of the kavvy 
kriow, we find, according to ii. 20, the (7 dé év éuot Xpiord¢ ; according to iil. 27, 
the “having put on Christ ;”’ according to v. 6, riortic dv ayarne évepyouuéevn 3 
according to Eph. ii. 10, the mepirareiv év Epyore ayaboic ; and according to 
1 Cor. vii. 19, rApnowe évtoAGy Ocov. In the new man (Col. iii. 10), Christ 
determines all things; the new man is ciudvto¢e tH¢ avactdcewe of Christ 
(Rom. vi. 5), set free by the Spirit from the law of sin and of death (Rom. 
viii. 2), a child and heir of God (Rom. viii. 16 f.). That this principle, 
moreover, was that of the Christian point of view, was self-evident to the 
reader ; without again adding év Xpvoré "Iyood, as in v. 6 (sec the critical 


Ketene 


1 Comp. Phil. iii. 7 ff. 


2 Without the article ; see Winer, p. 117. 

3 Comp. Col. ii. 20; Eph. ii. 2 f.; 1 Cor. vii. 
31, 33, 34; Jas. iv. 4; 1 Johnii. 15 f. 

* Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 13; 2 Thess. i. 12; ‘‘nec 
malis illius territor, nec commodis titillor, 
nec odium metuo, nec plausum moror, nec 
ignominiam formido, nec gloriam affecto,” 
“JT am neither terrified by its evils, nor 
gratified by its advantages, nor do I fear 
its hatred, nor do I care for its applause, 
nor dread its shame, nor grasp after its 
glory,” Erasmus, Paraphr. 


5 Hofmann, 
others. 

SItis stated by Syncell. Chron. p. 27 (ed. 
Bonn, p. 48), and Phot. Amphil. 183, that 
Paul derived this utterance from the 
apocryphal Apocalypsis Mosis. It is pos- 
sible that the same thought occurred in 
that book; but it is certain that Paul 
derived it from his own inmost conscious- 
ness. It may have passed from our 
passage into the aroxddAuyis Mwiioews. Comp. 
Liicke, Hinl. in @. Offend. Joh. I. p. 282 f£. 


Matthias, Reithmayr, and 
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remarks), Paul has rendered this Christian axiom the more striking by set- 
ting it down in an absolute form. It stands here as his concluding signal of 
triumph. 

Ver. 16. The heart, full of the great truth in ver. 15, has now a wish of 
blessing for all who follow it in their conduct. The simple and, carrying 
on the train of thought and linking it with ver. 15, serves to express this 
wish. A reference to ver. 14, so as to connect our verse with the wish 
therein contained,’ is not required by «ai, and is fo1bidden by the importance 
of ver. 15, which would in that case have to be reduced to a mere paren- 
thetical insertion. — The emphasis lies not on rotrw, but on 7 kavdve ;? for 
it is the very canonical character of the saying in ver. 15 which has to be 
brought out : ‘‘ who shall walk according to the guiding line, which is here- 
in given.” We are prohibited from assigning to cavév the non-literal mean- 
ing rule, maxim (as is usually done ; see Schott in loc.), by the figurative 
ororxhoovowv, Which requires the literal meaning guiding line (2 Cor. x. 18 ff.), 
that is, in this passage, a line defining the direction of the way ; as such, the 
maxim expressed in ver. 15 is placed before them. As to oroyeiv, comp. on 
v. 25. The anacoluthic nominative boo x.t.2. has rhetorical emphasis, di- 
recting the whole attention of the readers first to the subject in itself which 
is under discussion.* The future croiyfo.* applies to the time of receiving 
the letter.* Paul hopes that the letter will have a converting and strength- 
ening effect upon many readers, but makes the question, who should be 
warranted in applying to himself the concluding blessing, depend on the 
result. —eiphvn ém avrove nat éAeoc] sc. ein,® welfare (Dow [peace] ; see on 
Eph. vi. 23; John xiv. 27) on them, and mercy (Tittm. Synon. p. 69 f.). 
Comp. 1 Tim. i. 2; 2 Tim. i. 2; Jude 2; 2 John 8, in which passages 
t2e0¢ stands first. Here it follows after, not because Paul intended at first 
to write eipfvy only,” nor because in éAe0¢ he had specially in view the day of 
judgment,* which indeed is expressly added in 2 Tim. i. 18, but because 
he has thought of the effect produced before the producing cause. What 
welfare it is that Paul wishes—namely, all Messianic welfare—is obvious of 
itself. The peace of reconciliation forms a part of it. éeo¢ is, moreover, 
to be considered as neuter, because Paul throughout so uses it ;° although 
the neuter form, which very often occurs in the LXX., is but very rarely 
found in classical authors. !° — In éz’ abrobe is implied the idea that welfare 
and mercy come down upon them from heaven." — kai éxi rov Iopayd Tov Ocov] 
That this is a reminiscence of Ps. cxxv. 5, cxxviii. 6, could only be as- 


wish; émnvéaro tov édcov kK. THY cipyvnv, ‘He 
prays for mercy and peace.” 


1 Hofmann. 
2 Comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 19. 


3 Comp. on Matt. vii. 24, x. 14; John i. 12; 
Acts vii. 40. 

4 Comp. v. 10. 

5 Comp. 70d Aorrod, ver. 17. 

8 Taken as a wish of blessing, the thought 
harmonizes more naturally with the conclu- 
sion of the epistle, thanif itis taken as an 
affirmation (de Wette, éora: or éortv). Chry- 
sostom and Theophylact appear to have 
supplied é¢crac; but Theodoret takes it as 


7 So, arbitrarily, Olshausen. 

8 Hofmann. 

9 Even in Tit. iii. 5 it is neuter, according 
to decisive testimony. 

10 See Dindorf, ad Diod. iii. 18 ; Ktthner, I. 
p. 396, c. ed. 2. 

11 Comp. Luke ii. 25, 40, iv. 18; 2 Cor. xii. 
9; Mark i. 10; Acts xix. 6, e¢ al. 

12 Theophylact, Erasmus, and others; 
also Riickert, Schott, de Wette, Reiche. 
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sumed without dealing arbitrarily, if, instead of kai éx? tov "Iop. Tov Ocod, 
Paul had written : eipfvy éxi tov "Iopaga ! which, after the instruction given 
by him in iv. 21 ff., he might have written without any danger of misunder- 
standing. Still less can the expression be referred to Ps. Ixxiii. 1 ; for 
which purpose Hofmann employs an impossible interpretation of the He- 
brew text of the passage. The Israel of God, that is, as contrasted with 
Jacob’s bodily descendants as such,’ the Israelites who belong to God as His 
own, and therefore form the real people of God ideally viewed,’ are at any 
rate the true Christians.* But according as xai is taken either as explanatory 
or as conjunctive, we may understand either the true Christians in general, 
Jewish and Gentile Christians,* or the truly converted Jews.° If we adopt 
the latter interpretation, we must either’ refer the foregoing 600 and aitotc¢ 
to the Gentile Christians,—a view which is, however, decisively at variance 
with the universal éco, and with the description excluding any national 
reference, 7 kavéve tobTw orory. — or’ we must explain the train of thought 
as follows : ‘‘Salvation be upon all true Christians, and more especially (to 
mention these in particular ; see on Mark i. 5, xvi. 7) on all true Jewish 
Christians ! But however near Paul’s fellow-countrymen were to his heart 
(Rom. ix. 1), he not only had no ground in the context for bringing them 
forward here so specially ; but any such distinction would even be quite 
improperly introduced—especially in the deeply-impassioned close of the 
letter—in presence of churches which consisted principally of Gentile 
Christians and had been involved by Jewish interference in violent contro- 
versies, And even apart from this, no reader to whom the teaching of the 
apostle as to the true Israelites was familiar ® could think that rov ’Iop. row 
Gcov referred to Jewish Christians only ; this would be opposed to the specific 
conception of Paul on this point. We must adhere, therefore, to the expli- 
cative view of «ai as the correct one,® and indeed, namely, so that it intro- 
duces an appropriate, more precise description” of the subjects previously 
characterized. Hofmann is wrong in objecting that the epexegetical xai is 
always climactic.' Moreover, the designation of all those, who shall walk 


1Comp. Rom. ix. 6; 1 Cor. x. 18; Phil. 
Ail. 3. 

2 Comp. also John i. 48. 

3 Not the Jews (Morus), nor even the 
pious Jews,—those, namely, who have not 
rejected the gospel out of stubbornness, and 
permit the hope of their coming to recog- 
nize the rule expressedin ver 15 (Reiche, 
p. 97 f.). The apostle, according to his whole 
system, could not understand under the 
ideal Israel of God any others than believers 
Gil. 7, 29, iv. 26; Rom. ix. 6-8). To him the 
ka.vy xriovs in ver. 15 was not conceivable 
otherwise than as necessarily conditioned 
by faith (iii. 28; Eph. ii. 10) ; hence he could 
not expect of any Jew not yet converted, 
however pious he might be as an observer 
of the law, that he would walk according 
to the canon of ver. 15. 


4 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Luther, Calvin, 
Pareus, Cornelius & Lapide, Calovius, Baum- 
garten, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Borger, Winer, 
Paulus, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Wieseler, and others [Alford, Lightfoot]. 

5 Ambrosiaster, Beza, Grotius, Estius, 
Schoettgen, Bengel, Riickert, Matthies, 
Schott, de Wette, Ewald, Reithmayr, and 
others [Ellicott, Eadie]; Usteri does not 
decide. 

8 With Grotius, Schott, Bengel, Ewald. 

7 With Riickert, Matthies, de Wette, 
Reithmayr, and others. 

8 See iii. 7, iv. 21 ff. 

® 1 Cor. iii. 5, viii. 12, xv. 88; John i. 16. 

10 Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 145f.; Winer, 
p. 407. 

11 See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 838. 
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according to that entirely anti-Jewish rule of conduct, as the Israelites of 
God, forms as it were the final triumph of the whole epistle over the Juda- 
istic practices, the very aim of which was to assert the title of the "IopayA 
xara odpxa to the heritage of salvation. Hofmann is entirely mistaken in 
his view that «ai is even, and that the Israel of God are the Jew- Christians, 
so that Paul expresses the idea that he desired to include even these in his 
wish. It was, indeed, obvious that in én’ airot¢ they could not be, and were 
not intended to be, excluded ; but Paul was neither so unwise nor so devoid 
of tact as expressly to state that self-evident point, as if there could possibly 
be any doubt about it. By adding this last word, he would only have of- 
fended the theocratical point of honor (Rom. i. 16). Lastly, Matthias also 
is wrong in supposing that «ai én? rdv “Iap. rov Ocov begins the new sentence 
(ver. 17) : ‘‘ And concerning the Israel of God henceforth let no man,” etc. 
This interpretation ought to have been prevented by the solemn repetition 
of the preposition, which indeed on the second occasion would acquire 
quite a different sense (concerning). 

Ver. 17. Tov Aorov] occurring only here in the N. T., very frequent in 
other authors ; not ceterwm, ‘“ besides,” so that it would be a formula abrum- 
pendi, ‘formula of transition,” ’ equivalent to rd Aaréy,? but the genitive of 
time ;? and that as denoting ‘‘repetitionem ejusdem facti reliquo tempore,” 
‘*a repetition of the same deed in the time remaining.” * The sense posthac, 
‘Cafter this,” might also have been expressed by the accusative;* but in this case 
a repetitio perpetua, ‘‘constant repetition,” would be meant.* Calvin ex- 
plains : ‘‘as for the rest,” i.¢., praeter novam creaturam, ‘‘ beside, the new 
creature.” Comp. Wieseler: ‘‘quod restat,” ‘‘as to what remains.” In 
this case, either the genitive would stand absolutely: ‘‘as concerns what re- 
mains ;”" or it would be dependent on xérove. But, looking at the frequent 
use of Tov Aovrod as a particle of time, both these explanations would be very 
unnecessarily far-fetched. This remark also applies to the view of Hof- 
mann, who strangely attaches rov Aovrov, notwithstanding the want of an 
antithetical particle, as genitive of the object to xémovc, and conceives 
"Iopah?. as again supplied : on account of the Israel, which is not the Israel of 
God. Respecting that Israel, in the apostle’s view, he has not to inquire 
whether it will be injured through the labor to which he is called. As if 
any such cold, remorseless renunciation could be justly attributed to the 
apostle who held his ovyyeveic kata odpxa so painfully dear,* and strove in 
every possible way to gain them.® But from the hostile annoyances and 
vexations, which the reader would readily understand to be referred to in 
these words, the apostle desires to remain henceforward exempt ; and this 


1 Bengel, Zachariae, and others. 

22 Cor. xiii. 11; Eph. vi. 10; Phil. iii. 1, 
et al. 

3 Kiihner, IT. p. 189) : posthac, henceforward 
(Xen. Anab. v. 7. 34, vi. 4. 11; Plat. Legg. 
vii. p. 816 D, Demos. p. 385 B; Herod. ii. 
109; and the passages in Wetstein. 

4 Hermann, ad Viger. p. 706. 

57 Aourdv, Matt. xxvi. 41; Mark xiv. 41; 


1 Cor. vii. 29; Ken. Anad,. ii. 2. 5, iii. 2. 8; 
Soph. Trach. 907, 917. 

6 Hermann, /J.c. Comp. Kiihner, ad Xen. 
Anab. ii. 2. 5. 

76 8& Aowrdv, 1 Cor. iv. 2, see Heind. ad 
Charm. p. 89; Matthiae, p. 815. 

SPRomaixed th. exr ls 

9 1 Cor. ix. 20. 
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he demands with apostolic sternness. —éy yap «.t.2.] the emphasis is on 
éyo : it is not the teachers who are hostile to me, these men afraid to suffer 
(ver. 12), but ZI who bear, etc. oriyyara’ signifies marks branded or etched 
in, which, usually consisting of letters,? were put on the body (especially 
on the forehead and hands) in the case of slaves, as the device of their 
masters ;° of soldiers, as the badge of their general ; of criminals, as a 
sign of their offence ; and among some oriental nations also, as a token of 
the divinity which they worshipped.4 Here Paul has had in view the 
marks borne by slaves :° for, according to the immediate context (vy. 14, 
18), Christ is present to his mind as the Lord ; and also in 2 Cor. xi. 23 he 
discerns, in the ill treatment which he has suffered, the proof that he is 
dtakovoc Xptorov.° The genitive ’Incov denotes therefore the Ruler, whose ser- 
vant Paul is indicated to be by his oriywara ; and because in this case the 
feeling of fellowship with the concrete person of his Master has thoroughly 
pervaded him, he does not write Xpiorov, but ’Ijoov." Others have explained: 
‘‘notae corporis tales, quales ipse Christus gestavit,” ‘‘such bodily marks as 
Christ himself bore ;”* but against this it may be urged that Paul has not 
made use of a word which of itself conveys a complete idea (such as tiv 
véxpwotv, 2 Cor. iv. 10), but has used the significant oriyuara, which neces- 
sarily prompts the reader to ask to whom the person marked® is described 
as belonging. Therefore ‘Ijcov is not’® to be considered as the genitive 
of the author. —But what was it that Paul bore in his body as the oriyyara 
Ijoov ? ~The scars and other traces of the wounds and mal-treatment, which he 
had received on account of his apostolic labors."! For in the service of Christ he 
had been maltreated (2 Cor. xi. 23), and that so that he must have retained 


scars or similar indications. 2 


1 oriyua is paroxytone ; see Lobeck, Par- 
alip. p. 406. 

2 Lev. xix. 28. 

3JIn the Hast; but among the Romans 
only in the case of slaves who were sus- 
pected or had run away (as a sign of the 
latter offence, they were by way of punish- 
ment branded with ® or F. U. G.). 

43 Macc. ii. 29; and Grimm %n loc. See 
Wetstein, p. 237 f.; Lipsius, Hlect. ii. 15; 


Deyling, Obss. III. p. 423 ff.; Spencer, 
Legg. vit. ii. 14. 1; Ewald, im Apocal. 
p. 151 f.- 


5 Not of soldiers, as Grotius (comp. Cal- 
vin), and Potter, Arch. II. p. 7, think ; for 
this must have been suggested by the con- 
text. Wetstein understands sacras notas, 
“sacred marks” (Herod. ii. 118: oriyuara ipa), 
so that Paul represents Christ ‘‘ ut Dewm, 
quem roy Kvptov kar’ e£oxyv vocat,” ‘‘as God, 
whom he calls pre-eminently the Lord.” 
But these sacrae notae are only found among 
particular nations, such as the Persians and 
Assyrians (Plut. Zucull. p.507 E; Lucian, de 
Dea Syra, 59; comp. also what is related in 
Herod. ii, 118 about a temple of Hercules in 


Some expositors have, however, believed that 


Egypt, and in the Asiatic Researches, vii. 
p. 281 f., about the Indians); hence so foreign 
a custom would not be likely to suggest 
itself to the apostle, nor could it be under- 
stood by his readers without some more 
special indication. 

®§ Comp. also Rev. vii. 3. 

7 Comp. on 2 Cor. iy. 10. 

8 Morus, comp. Borger. 

% orrypatias, alsO otvypatopdpos, ‘ bearing 
tatoo-marks,’’ Lid. and Scott], Polyaen. 
Strat. i. 24. 

10 With Gomarus and Riickert. 

11 Not as Luther, 1519 and 1524, following 
Augustine, thought: the taming of the 
flesh and the fruits of the Spirit; against 
which the év 76 cwmari pov is itself decisive. 
In the Commentary of 1538, he understands 
“plagas corport suo impressas et passiones, 
deinde ignita tela diaboli, tristitiam et 
pavores animi,” “‘ the blows and sufferings 
impressed upon his body, then too the fiery 
darts of the devil, and sorrow and fear of 
mind,’’ which thus throws together very 
different elements outward and inward. 

13 See 2 Cor. xi. 24, 25. 
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Paul adduces these oriywara by way of contrast to the scar of cirewmcision ,;? 
butthis idea is arbitrarily introduced, and in its paltriness alien to the lofty self- 
consciousness which these words breathe.—Lastly, as regards the sense in 
which the reference of yép is to be taken, many expositors explain it, with 
Grotius : ‘‘ satis aliunde habeo, quod feram,” ‘‘I have enough from other 
quarters to bear.” So, in substance, Vatablus, Bengel (‘‘afflicto non est 
addenda afflictio,” ‘‘affliction should not be added to affliction”), Morus, 
Winer. But what a feeble reason to assign would this be, either as_fretful 
or as even bespeaking compassion, and wholly repugnant at all events to 
the proud feeling of being marked as the dovAoc of Christ !?. And the éyé, so 
full of self-consciousness in opposition to the false teachers, is inconsistent 
with this view. No; Paul means*® to say: for J am one who, by being 
marked as the servant of Christ, is in possession of a dignity, which may 
justly exempt him from any repetition of molestations (such as had vexed 
him on the part of the Galatian churches).—On faordfw, comp. Chrysostom : 
ovK elev EyH, GAAG BaoTala, dorep Tuc él Tporalorg péya dpovdv, ‘‘ He does not 
say : ‘Ihave,’ but ‘I bear,’ as if highly regarding them as trophies.” 

Ver. 18. ‘H ydpic tov xvpiov x.r.A.] See on i. 6. — pera rod rvebpartoc buav] 
sc. ein. A special design, on account of which Paul did not write merely 
pe? buav,* or werd ravtwv Sudv,° is indeed assumed by many expositors (that 
Paul desired once more to indicate that salvation does not come from the 
cépé),®° but cannot be made good ; especially as also in Philem. 25,” instead 
of the persons simply, we find that with greater significance and fervor the 
spirit of the persons (so also at the close of the Epistle of Barnabas) is 
named, because it is on the rvevua of man (the higher principle of life with 
the vovc)® that the grace of Christ works,’ when the Spirit of Christ 
takes up His abode in the human spirit and so confers His yapiouara. Paul 
might also have written werd rov~uyev bu., ‘‘ with your souls ;” ? but even in 
that case the gracious operation of Christ would have to be conceived as 
issuing from the seat of self-consciousness (the rvevua of man). — ddeAdoi] 
The epistle, in great part so severe, ends with a mode of address which still 
breathes unaltered Jove (1 Cor. xvi. 24). 


Notes py AMERICAN EpIToR. 


LXXIV. Ver. 6. év rdou ayafoic. 


In support of the usual interpretation that refers this passage to the sharing 
of temporal goods, Eadie collects the following places where aya6é has such 
meaning : Luke xii. 18, 19, xvi. 25; and in LXX., 2 Sam. vii. 28 ; 1 Chr. xvii. 


1 Erasmus in his Annot., Beza, Schoettgen, 
Grotius ; comp. Bengel and Michaelis. 

2 Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff. 

3“ Veluti trophaea quaedam ostentans,”’ 
‘‘as though displaying some trophies,” 
Erasmus, Paraphr. 

41 Cor. xvi. 23; Col. iv. 18; 1 Thess. v. 28. 

52 Cor. xiii. 13; Phil. iv. 23; 2 Thess. iii. 
18; Tit. iii. 15. 


6 Chrysostom, Theophylact, Beza, and 
others; also Riickert, Usteri, Schott, Ols- 
hausen. 

7 And 2 Tim. iv. 22. 

8 See on Luke i. 46; Rom. i. 4, viii. 10; 
2 Cor. ii. 13, ef al. 

9 Rom. viii. 10, 16. 

10 Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 15; 1 Pet. i. 9, 22, il. 
11525; 


272 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS. 


26 ; 2 Chr. xviii, 12, 17 ; and Lightfoot cites the Epistle of Barnabas, §19: ‘‘ Thou 
shalt communicate in all things with thy neighbor .. . for if ye are partakers in 
common of things which are incorruptible, how much more of those things 
which are corruptible.” With this agrees the recently found ‘‘ Teaching of 
the Apostles” (lines 92, 93): ‘* Thou shalt not turn away the needy, but shalt 
share (ovyxowvwrjoecc) all things with thy brother.” 


TEXEXVie VOL ani 


Eadie and Sieffert insist on the necessity of regarding this exhortation as in- 
tended to enforce the entire section from ver. 1, ‘treating of duties which 
spring out of love, the fruit of the Spirit, and which are themselves forms of 
spiritual beneficence or well-doing—duties, however, which one may be tempted 
to neglect, or regard only in a negative aspect.’’ 


LXXVI. Ver. 11. rmAixowe ypdupaoww. 


An analogy is found in the bold signature of John Hancock to the Declara- 
tion of Independence. 


LXXVII. Ver. 12. eitpoownrjoa: év capki. 


There is much force in Sieffert’s exception that Meyer’s interpretation is in- 
consistent with the only grammatical construction allowable here, viz., the 
qualification of the elmpéownoc by év capsi. Meyer’s argument would require év 
capKi ovrec OY oapKixoi 6vtec. Sieffert explains it as conveying the idea of the 
sphere of the external, with special reference to circumcision. This latter, on 
the other hand, seems too narrow. Ellicott interprets év capxi as ‘“‘ the earthly 
existence and conditions of man ;’’ Alford, ‘‘in outward things which belong 
to man’s natural state ;’ Lightfoot, ‘‘in external rites ;’’ Eadie, ‘‘ the unrenew- 
ed nature cropping out under its more special aspect of sensuousness and exter- 
nalism.” <‘‘ They who wish to make a fair appearance, according to the stand- 
ard of the unrenewed nature,” seems to us to be the meaning. 


LXXVIII. Ver. 14. év 76 oravpd tov kvpiov. 


The Revised Version reads ‘‘ through which,’’ thus making the oravpw the 
antecedent ; the marginal reading, however, is ‘‘whom.’’ Meyer’s construction 
is further supported by Ellicott, Alford, and Riddle, and antagonized by Schmol- 
ler, Lightfoot, Eadie, Sanday, and Sieffert. The latter claims that when Meyer 
says ‘“‘by whom, i.e., by whose crucifixion is produced the result,” he virtually 
acknowledges that the context requires that the reference be to the cross ; and 
finds in it an excellent antithesis to the assumptions of the Judaizers who, from 
worldly motives, were unwilling to bear the consequences of the cross. On 
the other hand, both the immediate proximity of the roi Kupiov judv ’Incov 
Xpcorod, and the grandeur of Him whom it indicates, renders reference to a 
more remote antecedent very improbable. The question is purely grammati- 
cal. Either construction ultimately ends in the same idea. oravpoc is referred 
by some to the subjective cross, or the afflictions that attend devotion to 
Christ’s cause, asin Rom. v. 3; but thisis justified neither by the immediate 
context, cf. v. 12, nor by the argument which is to offset the trust in the law, 
by faith that finds its ground of salvation in nothing but the death of Christ. 


TOPIC AIS INDEX, 


A. 


Abba, Father, 175 seq. 

Abraham, his faith, 109 seq., 159 ; the 
promises to, 122 seq. ; his spiritual 
seed, 158 seq.; his two sons, 200 


seq. 
Accountability, personal, 251 seq. 
Advent, Second, of Christ, 13 seq., 38. 
Angels and the law, 132, 160 seq. 
Anathema, 18 seq., 39; justified, 
20 seq. 
Arabia, 29 seq., 40 seq. 
Atonement, of Christ, 12 seq. ; vica- 
rious, 116 seq., 172, 212 seq. 


B. 


Barnabas, 79. 

Benedictions, 267 seq., 271. 

Benevolence, Apostolic, 48, 74 seq. ; 
to believers, 258 seq. 

Blessing, spiritual, 267 seq. 

Bondage, Spiritual, 167 seq. ; ceremo- 
nial, 179 seq.; warned against, 
219 seq. 


C. 


Ceremonial «observances, 180 seq. 
Christ Jesus, His divinity, 9; sub- 
ordinated to the Father, 9 seq., 
37 seq. ; His atoning death, 12 seq., 
38 seq., 172, 212 seq. ; His second 
advent, 13, 38; His active obedience, 
85 seq., 97; our justification, 
87 seq., 114 seq. ; and the law, 91 
seq.; His atoning love, 93 seq. ; 
becoming a curse for us, 116 seq. ; 
as the seed of Abraham, 124 seq., 
160; as Mediator, 134 seq.; His 
pre-existence, 170 seq. ; His incar- 
nation, 171 seq. 

Christianity, its sum and substance, 
90 seq. ; and Judaism, 169 seq. 

Church, The Christian, its collective 
opinion, 55 seq. ; triumphant, 207 
seq. 

Circumcision,in the Apostolic Church, 
57 seq. ; and Christ, 220, 223 seq., 
266 seq.; and the law, 220 seq. ; 
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going beyond, 231, 244; urged by 
the dissembling, 262 seq. 
Communism, Christian, 253 seq., 271 


seq. 
Crucifying the flesh, 241 seq. 


D. 


Damascus, 24; Paul’s sojourn at, 29 
seq., 40 seq. 

Days, Observance of, 180 seq. 

Discrepancy, alleged, between Paul 
and Luke, 50 seq., 95. 

Doxology, of Paul, 14. 


E. 


Election, Divine, 27. 

Envy, illustrated, 190 seq. 

Equality, Spiritual, in Christ, 158 
seq. 

Exclusiveness, Sectarian, 77 seq. 


F. 


Faith, working righteousness, 93 seq., 
105 seq., 109, 159, 222 seq.; receiv- 
ing salvation, 150 seq., 161 ; and 
baptism, 156 seq.; in love, 223 seq. 

Fellowship, Christian, 73 seq., 96 ; in 
suffering, 248 seq.; in teaching, 252 
seq.; with Christ, 265 seq., 272. 

Festival Seasons, 180 seq. 

Flesh, The, and the Spirit, 235 seq., 
244 ; the fruits of, 238, 245. 

Forbearance, mutual, 248 seq. 

Forgiveness, 247 seq. 

Fraternal union, 73 seq., 96. 

Freedom, Christian, 62 seq. 95, 206 
seq., 210 seq.; steadfastness in, 219 
seq.; in love, 231 seq.; and the mor- 
al law, 237 seq., 244 seq. 


G. 


Galatia, 1 seq. 

Galatians, The, 1 seq.; their churches, 
2 seq.; their Judaizing teachers, 3 
seq.; their fickleness, 15 ; receiving 
the Holy Spirit, 103 seq.; as sons of 
God, 155 seq.; welcoming Paul, 186 


274. 


TOPICAL 


seq., 214 seq.; converted through 
Paul, 195 seq.; not always faithful, 
224 seq. 

Galatians, The Epistle to the, 2 seq.; 
occasion of its writing, 3; object 
of its writing, 4; its contents, 4; 
time of composition, 4 seq.; place 
of writing, 6 ; its genuineness, 7. 

Gentiles, The, saved by Christ, 118 


seq. 

Gaacine Father, 10, 37 ; His decrees, 
26 seq.; no respecter of persons, 
68 ; His efficacy, 70 ; His promises, 
122 seq.; His unity, 145 seq.; the 
knowledge of, 178 seq., 213 seq. 

Good Works, 85 ; and the law, 89 seq. 

“Gospel, The, 16 ; its counterfeit, 17. 

Grace of God, The, 94 seq. 

Growth, Spiritual, 196. 


H 


Hagar, and Sarah, 201 seq., 215 seq. 

Harvest, Spiritual, 257. 

Holy Spirit, The, received, 103 seq.; 
given unto believers, 175 seq., 213; 
in the Christian life, 235 seq., 242 ; 
and the flesh, 235 seq., 244; the 
fruits of, 239 seq. 

Humility, enjoined, 249 seq. 

Hypocrisy, Spiritual, 78 seq., 95. 


i, 


Imputation, 85. 
Independence, Spiritual, 67 seq. 
Inheritance, Law of, 177. 


J. 


James, the brother of Christ, 33 ; his 
Apostolic rank, 71 seq. 

Jerusalem, The new, 206 seq. 

Judaism, 169 seq. 

Judaizing Teachers, 61 seq,, 96. 

Justification by Faith, 53, 84 seq., 93 
seq., 109, 159, 155 seq., 222 seq.; by 
the law, 113 seq., 221 seq. 


K. 


Knowledge of God, The, 178 seq., 213 
seq. 


1B, 


Law, The, not justifying, 83 seq., 111 
seq.; and good works, 89 seq. ; and 
Christ, 91 seq.; not annulled, 94 
seq.; does not annul the covenant, 
120 seq.; its aim and object, 127 
seq.; its promulgation, 130, 160; 
ordained through a Mediator, 133 
seq.; and God’s promises, 149 ; its 
captivity, 151 seq.; a schoolmaster, 


INDEX. 


154 seq.; read in the church ser- 
vices, 199 seq.; fulfilled in love, 
232 seq.; and freedom, 237 seq., 
244 seq. 

Law of Inheritance, 
Roman, 177. 

Leaven, doctrinal, 226. 

Legalism, Jewish, 81 seq.; its cap- 
tivity, 151 seq. 

Liberty, Christian, 62 seq., 95, 206 
seq., 210 seq.; steadfast in, 219 seq. ; 
in love, 231 seq.; and the moral 
law, 237 seq., 244 seq. 

Life, moral, 92; in Christ, 92 seq., 
98; in the Holy Spirit, 235 seq., 
241 seq. 

Love, in freedom, 231 seq. ; as the 
royal law, 232 seq. 


Jewish and 


M. 


Mary, the mother of Jesus, her vir- 
ginity, 33, 41. 

Mediator, The, of the law, 133 seq. ; 
as Christ, 134 seq. 

Moses, and the Law, 130 seq. ; as a 
mediator, 140 seq. 

Mount Sinai, 202 seq. 


ie 


Parousia, The, 13 seq., 38 ; before and 
after, 167 

Patience, in well-doing, 256 seq. 

Paul, as founder of the Galatian 
churches, 2 seq. ; aS an apostle of 
God, 9, 37; salutes the churches, 
11 seq.; pronounces a curse, 18 
seq., 39; and justifies himself, 20 
seq. ; relates his past experience, 
23 seq. ; his sojourn in Damascus 
and in Arabia, 29 seq., 40 seq. ; his 
visit to Cephas in Jerusalem, 31 
seq., 41 ; visits Syria and Silicia, 34 
seq. ; preaches the faith of Christ, 
36 seq. ; his second visit to Jerusa- 
lem, 43 seq., 95 ; receives revela- 
tions, 24 seq., 52 seq. ; his indepen- 
dence, 67 seq. ; as apostle to the 
Gentiles, 70 seq.; his apostolic 
recognition, 73 ; resisting Peter, 75 
seq.; his bodily weakness, 184 
seq. ; converting the Galatians, 195 
seq. ; his tender appeal, 197 seq. ; 
persecuted by the Jews, 228 seq., 
243 seq. ; preaching circumcision, 
229 seq. ; his handwriting, 259 seq. ; 
glories in Christ, 265 seq., 272; 
blesses the believers, 267 seq. ; his 
scarred body, 269 seq. ; his parting 
salutation, 271. 

Persuasion, Spiritual, 225. 

Peter, 71; resisted by Paul, 75 seq. 


TOPICAL 


Poor, The, care for, 48, 74 seq. 

Prayer, to the Father, 175 seq. 

Preaching, a divine calling, 28. 

Pedestination, Divine, 166. 

Promises of God, The, to Abraham, 
122 seq. ; and the law, 149. 


’ Prophecy fulfilled, 208 seq. 


R. 


Reaping, and sowing, 255 seq. 
Recompense, Moral, 255 seq., 257. 


Redemption, through Christ, 115 seq. | 


Regeneration, Spiritual, 266. 

Revelations, of Paul, 24 seq., 52 seq. 

Righteousness, by faith, 93 seq. 105 
seq., 109, 159, 222 seq., 243. 


8. 


Salvation, in answer to faith, 150, 161 
seq. ; through Christ, 155 seq. 

Sarah and Hagar, 201 seq. 

Self-glorification rebuked, 250 seq. 
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Selfishness rebuked, 248 seq. 

Sin, and the law, 129 seq., 160. 

Sonship of believers, 173 seq., 176 
seq. 

Sowing, and reaping, 255 seq. 

Star-worship, 167 seq. 

Strife, among Christians, 234; warn- 
ed against, 242 seq. 


| Subordination, of Christ, 9 seq., 


37 seq. 
Suffering, Fellowship in, 248 seq. 


T. 

Titus, 57 seq. 

Treviri, The, 1. 

Truth, not hostile, 189 seq. 
U: 


Unity of God, The, 145 seq. 


Le 
Zeal, impure, 190 seq. ; pure, 192. 
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PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR. 


I nave at length the pleasure of issuing the last volume of the English 
translation of Dr. Meyer’s own part in the great work which bears his 
name, and of thereby completing an undertaking on which I have ex- 
pended no small amount of time and labor at intervals for the last eight 
years. I am aware that I have taxed considerably the patience of the 
subscribers and of the publishers, but I felt it due to them, as well as to 
Dr. Meyer, who had entrusted me with the charge of seeing his work 
faithfully reproduced, that the work should be done with care rather 
than with haste. 

The present volume has been translated with skill and judgment by 
Mr. Evans from the fourth edition of the German—the last form, in 
which this portion of the Commentary had the advantage of Meyer’s own 
revision. A fifth edition has since appeared (in 1878), under the charge 
of Professor Woldemar Schmidt of Leipzig, in which he has treated the 
book in a way similar to that adopted by Dr. Weiss with the Commenta- 
ry on Mark and Luke, although not altering it to an equal extent. It is 
difficult to see why he should have followed such a course, for he him- 
self states that he ‘‘ has never been able to approve the custom of allow- 
ing other hands to remodel the works of the departed.’’ I have already 
expressed, in the prefatory note to the volume on Mark and Luke, the 
grounds on which I take exception to the plan so pursued, and I content 
myself with here referring to them as equally applicable in principle to 
the less important changes made by Dr. Schmidt. I find a striking cor- 
roboration of my remark as to the work manipulated by Dr. Weiss being 
“to a considerable extent a new book by another author, and from a 
standpoint in various respects different,’’ in the judgment pronounced 
by Dr. Schiirer, in a recent review (Theol. Literaturzeitung, 9th Octo- 
ber, 1880), on the same editor’s treatment of the Commentary on the 
Gospel of John, when, after mentioning various features of ‘‘ complete 
independence’’ and ‘‘ thorough remodelling,’’ he states that the result 
of the whole is ‘‘an essentially new work.’’ Dr. Schtrer indicates ap- 
proval of the course pursued ; but it seems to me alike unfair to the 
memory of Meyer, and uncalled for under the circumstances. It is 
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quite open to an editor to write a book of his own on the subject, or to 
append as much as he deems necessary to his author’s text by way of ad- 
dition and correction ; but it is not open to him thus to recast an epoch- 
making work of exegesis, and to retain for its altered shape the sanction 
of the author’s name. At any rate, I have thought it right, so far as 
the English reader is concerned, to present, according to my promise, 
the work of Meyer, without addition or subtraction, in its latest and pre- 
sumably best form as it left his hands. 

I may add, that whatever care may have been bestowed on the revis- 
ion of the Commentary by Dr. Schmidt has not apparently extended to 
the correction of the press, for many errors, which have been discovered 
and corrected by Mr. Evans and myself in preparing the translation, still 
disfigure the new edition of the German. It is, of course, extremely 
difficult to avoid such errors in a work of the kind ; and I have no doubt 
that, notwithstanding the care of the printers, to whose excellent arrange- 
ments I am much indebted, the reader may light on not a few mistakes, 
as concerns references, accents, and the like ; but, as Dr. Meyer was 
not a particularly good corrector of the press, I trust that the English 
edition may be found in that respect fully more accurate than the orig- 
inal. 

In the Generai Preface prefixed to the first volume issued (Romans), 
I stated the grounds that had induced me to undertake the superintend- 
ence of the work, and the revision of the translation, in the interests of 
technical accuracy and of uniformity of rendering throughout. And in 
order that the subscribers may be assured that the promise therein im- 
plied has been fulfilled to the best of my ability, I think it right, in 
conclusion, to state for myself (and I believe that the same may be said 
for my friends Drs. Crombie and Stewart, who lent me their aid at a 
time when other work was pressing heavily upon me) that I have care- 
fully read and compared every sentence of the translation in the ten vol- 
umes which I edited—collating it for the most part in Ms., as well as 
subsequently on its passage through the press ; that I have not hesitated 
freely to make such changes on the work of the translators as seemed to 
me needful to meet the requirements which I had in view ; and that, 
under these circumstances, I alone am formally and finally responsible 
for the shape in which the Commentary appears. All concerned in the 
enterprise have much reason to be gratified by the favor with which it 
has been received. I have, indeed, seen some exception taken to the 
style, and to the frequent use of technical terms such as felic, protasis, 
and the like ; but our object was to translate the book into intelligible 
English, not to recast its literary form (which, as I have formerly ex- 
plained, has suffered from the mode in which the author inserted his 
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successive alterations and additions); and it is, from its very nature, 
destined mainly for ministers and students, who ought to be familiar 
with the import of those convenient technical terms. 

At the close of the article by Dr. Schiirer, of which I have spoken be- 
fore, he asks leave to repeat an urgent wish which he had some years 
ago expressed, that ‘‘there might be appended to the introduction of 
each volume of the German Commentary a list of the exegetical litera- 
ture.’? He does not seem to be aware that in the English edition this 
want has been supplied with considerable fulness. I shall be glad to 
place the lists—all of which were prepared by me, except that prefixed 
to the Gospel of John, for which I am indebted to Dr. Crombie—at the 
service (a few errors apart) of any future editors of the original. 


WILLIAM F. DICKSON. 


Guascow CoLLEGE, October, 1880. 


PREFACE OF THE AUTHOR. 


Since the year 1859, when the third edition of this Commentary was 
issued, there has appeared hardly any contribution of scientific impor- 
tance to the exposition of the Epistle to the Ephesians. The Commen- 
tarius Criticus of the late Dr. Reiche contains, doubtless, many good 
exegetical remarks ; but they are subservient to his main aim, which is 
critical, and elucidate merely detached passages or expressions ; while 
the Lectures of Bleek are very far from having the importance which has 
been justly recognized as belonging to the previous series of Lectures by 
him on the Synoptic Gospels. 

But while thus, apart from various able discussions of particular pas- 
sages, I was less directly stimulated by new literary apparatus to subject 
my work to revision, the labor itself was not thereby rendered the lighter. 
The dies diem docet could not but, in the case of a task so moment- 
ous, have its title fully conceded ; and it will be found that I have 
sought to place much on a better and more complete footing, so as to do 
fuller justice to the great object of ascertaining thoroughly, clearly, and 
dispassionately the meaning of the Apostle’s discourse. By this I 
do not understand the discovery of those fanciful illusions [ Phantasma- 
gorieen| that people call profound. For the latter there is assuredly lit- 
tle need in the case of Paul, who, with the true penetration characteris- 
tic of his views and ways of unfolding them, knows how to wield his 
gifts of discourse so that his meaning shall be clear and palpable and 
apt ; and least of all in the case of this very Epistle, where the Christo- 
logical teaching rises of itself to the utmost height and embraces heaven 
and earth. This distinctive character cannot be injured by the circum- 
stance that the apostolic writing, as a letter to the Hphesians,—such as, 
according to the critically-attested address, it is and will remain,—con- 
tinues to be, at all events, an enigmatical phenomenon, and its histori- 
eal conceivableness in so far an open question. Its elevation above the 
changes and controversies of Christological formulae and modes of con- 
ception cannot be thereby affected, and its prominent position in the 
New Testament as at once a testimony and a test of the truth cannot, 
amid any such change and strife, be prejudicially endangered. 

Hannover, 10th Nov. 1866, 


EXEGETICAL LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE 


TO THE 


EPHESIANS. 


[For commentaries and collections of notes embracing the whole New Testa- 
ment, see the list prefixed to the Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew ; for 
those which treat of the Pauline, or Apostolic, Epistles generally, see that 
which is prefixed to the Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. The fol- 
lowing list includes only those expositions which relate to the Epistle to the 
Ephesians. Works mainly of a popularand practical character have, with a 
few exceptions, been excluded, as, however valuable they may be in them- 
selves, they have but little affinity with the strictly exegetical character of the 
present work. Monographs on chapters or sections are generally noticed by 
Meyer in loc. The editions quoted are usually the earliest; al. appended 
denotes that the book has been more or less frequently reissued ; + marks 
the date of the author’s death ; c. = circa, an approximation to it.] 


[Barry, Alfred, Principal of King’s College, London, and Canon of West- 
minster: The Epistle to the Ephesians, with commentary (Handy 
Commentary Series), edited by C. J. Ellicott, D.D., Lord Bishop of 


Gloucester and Bristol). 16°, London, Paris and New York.] 
Battus (Bartholomaeus), + 1637, Prof. Theol. at Greifswald : Commentarius in 
Epistolam ad Ephesios. .. . 4°, Gryphisw. 1619. 


BaumGarTen (Sigmund Jakob), + 1757, Prof. Theol. at Halle. See Gauartians. 
BaumaGartTen-Crusius (Ludwig Friedrich Otto), + 1843, Prof. Theol. at Jena: 


Commentar tiber den Brief Paulian die Epheser. . . . Herausgege- 
ben von Ernst Julius Kimmel... . 8°, Jena, 1847. 
Bayne (Paul), + 1617, Minister at Cambridge: An entire commentary upon the 
whole Epistle . . . to the Ephesians. .. . 2°, Lond. 1643. 
Bueex (Friedrich), + 1859, Prof. Theol. at Berlin : Vorlesungen tiber die Briefe 
an die Kolosser, den Philemon und die Epheser. ... 8°, Berl. 1865. 


Boprus. See Boyp. 

Boyp (Robert) of Trochrig, + 1627, Principal at Glasgow and Edinburgh : in 
Epistolam ad Ephesios praelectiones supra cc. . . . 2°, Lond. 1652, al. 

Bravne (Karl), Superintendent in Altenburg: Die Briefe S. Pauli an die 
Epheser, Kolosser, Philipper. Theologisch-homiletisch bearbeitet. 
[Lange’s Bibelwerk. ] 8°, Bielefeld, 1867. 
Translated from the German, with additions [Ephesians], by M. B. 
Riddle, D.D. 8°, New York, 1870. 

Bucer (Martin), + 1551, Prof. Theol. at Cambridge: Praelectiones in Epistolam 
ad Ephesios habitae Cantabrigiae . . . in lucem editae diligentia Im. 
Tremellii. 2°, Basil. 1562, 
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CHANDLER (Samuel), D.D., + 1766, Presbyterian Minister in London. [See 
GALATIANS. ] 

Cramer (Johann Andreas), + 1788, Prof. Theol. at Kiel: Neue Uebersetzung 

des Briefs an die Epheser, nebst einer Auslegung desselben. 

40, Hamb. 1782. 

Crocrus (Johann), + 1659, Prof. Theol. at Marburg : Commentarius in Epistolam 

ad Ephesios. 8°, Cassellis, 1642. 


Davies (John Llewelyn), Rector of Christ Church, Marylebone. See Purrip- 
PIANS and COLOSSIANS. 

Dinant (Petrus), + 1724, Minister at Rotterdam: De Brief aan die van Efeze 
verklaart en toegepast. 4°, Rotterd. 1711, al. 


Eapie (John), D.D., + 1876, Prof. Bibl. Lit. to the United Presbyterian 

Church: A commentary on the Greek text of the Epistle to the Ephe- 

sians. 8°, Lond. and Glasg. 1854. 

Exxicorr (Charles John), D.D., Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol: A critical 

and grammatical commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians. 

8°, Lond. 1855, al. 

Esmarcu (Heinrich Peter Christian), + 1831, Rector at Schleswig : Brief an die 

Epheser tbersetzt. 8°, Altona, 1785. 

Ewatp (Georg Heinrich August), + 1876, Prof. Or. Lang. at Gottingen: Sieben 

Sendschreiben des Neuen Bundes uebersetzt und erklart. [Send- 
schreiben an die Heidenchristen (die Epheser). | 

8°, Gétting. 1870. 


Fercuson (James), + c. 1670, Minister of Kilwinning. See GALATIANs. 
Fuatt (Johann Friedrich von), + 1821, Prof. Theol. at Titbingen. See Ganarrans. 


Gupx (Gottlob Friedrich), + 1756, Pastor at Lauban : Griindliche Erlauterung 
des lehrreichen Briefes an die Epheser. 8°, Lauban, 1735. 


Hacensacu (Karl Rudolph),} 1874, Prof. Theol. at Basel: Pauli Epistolam ad 
Philemonem interpretatus est C. R. Hagenbach. 4°, Basil. 1829. 
Harzess (Gottlieb Christoph Adolf von), + 1879, President of the Consistory at 
Miinich : Commentar tiber den Brief Pauli an die Epheser. 
8°, Erlang. 1834, al. 
Hernricus (Johann Heinrich), Superintendent at Burgdorf. See Kopprr 
(Johann Benjamin). 
Hove (Charles), D.D., + 1878, Prof. Theol. at Princeton : A commentary on 
the Epistle to the Ephesians. 8°, New York, 1856, al. 
Hormann (Johann Christian Konrad von), + 1877, Prof. Theol. at Erlangen : 
Die heilige Schrift Neuen Testaments zusammenhingend untersucht. 
Theil iv. 1. Der Brief Pauli an die Epheser. iv. 2. Die Briefe an die 


Kolosser und an Philemon. 8°, Nordlingen, 1870. 
Hourzmann (Heinrich Johann), Prof. Theol. in Strassburg : Kritik der Epheser- 
und Kolosser-Briefe. . . . 8°, Leip. 1872. 


HoizHavsen (Friedrich August) : Der Brief an die Epheser tibersetzt und erklart. 
8°, Hannoy. 1833. 


K6uLER (C. N.): Auslegung der Epistel Pauli an die Epheser. 
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THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1.—READERS TO WHOM THE EPISTLE IS ADDRESSED. 


commerce, arts, and sciences, and the seat of the world-renowned 
. worship of Artemis,—which, formerly one of the principal settle- 
ments of the Ionian population, has, since its destruction by the 
Goths, had its site marked only by gloomy ruins, and now by the 
small village of Ajasaluk, or, according to Fellows, Asalook,’— Paul 
planted Christianity (Acts xviii. 19, xix. 1, etc.) ; and his successful labors 
there, during a period of nearly three years, placed him in the close confi- 
dential relations to the church, of which his touching farewell to the elders 
(Acts xx. 17 ff.) is an imperishable memorial. The church was in its founda- 
tion a mixed one, composed of Jewish and Gentile Christians (Acts xix. 
1-10, xx. 21) ; but at the later date, when our Epistle was composed, the 
Gentile-Christian element, which already appears from Acts xix. 26 exten- 
sively diffused, so greatly preponderated, that Paul could address the 
church a potiori as a Gentile-Christian one ; see i. 12f., ii. 1 ff, 11, 19, iv. 
17, iii. 1. Hence it must not be inferred from this, that the Epistle could 
not have been addressed to the Ephesian church.” 

Our Epistle is expressly addressed, ini. 1, to the Christians at Hphesus.* 
For the words év ’Ed¢éow are so decisively attested, that they cannot be de- 
prived of their right toa place in the text, either by isolated counter- 
witnesses, or by the internal grounds of doubt as to the Ephesian destina- 
tion of the Epistle. Among the manuscripts, & has év ’Ed¢éow only from the 
hand of a later corrector ; B has the words only in the margin, and (not- 
withstanding Hug, de antig. Cod. Vat. p. 26) not from the first hand ;‘ 


1 See, generally, Creuzer, Symbol. II. p. 
113 ff.; Pococke, Morgeni. III. p. 66 ff.; von 
Schubert, Reise in das Morgenl. I. p. 284 ff. ; 
Guhl, Zphesiaca, Berol. 1842; Fellows, 
Journal written during an Hacursion in Asia 
Minor, London, 1838, p. 274 f. [See also 
Discoveries at Ephesus, by J.T. Wood, who 
discovered the site of the Temple of Arte- 
mis in 1869.—Ed.] 

2 Reiche, Bleek, and others. 

3 See Liinemann, de ep. ad Eph. authentia, 


etc., 1842; Anger, wiber ad. Laodicenerbrief 
(Beitr. 2. Hinl. in’s N. T.1.), 1848. Reiche, 
in his Comment. crit. in N. T. II. 1859, has 
the most fully and thoroughly controverted 
the view of the Epistle being destined for 
Ephesus, and the genuineness of the words 
ev "Eféow. Comp. also Weiss in Herzog’s 
Encykl. X1X. s.v. ‘“‘ Epheserbrief.”’ 

*See Tischendorf in the allg. K.-Zeit. 
1843, No. 116, and in the Stud. und Krit. 
1847, p. 133.. 
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while in the Cod. 67, proceeding from the twelfth century,’ it was placed 
certainly in the text by the first hand, but was deleted by a second hand 
(which betrays generally an affinity with B). The evidence of the versions 
is unanimous for év ‘E¢éow ; but in the Fathers we find undeniable indica- 
tions that the omission in B x*, and the deletion in Cod. 67, are founded 
upon older codices, and have arisen out of critical grounds. For Basil the 
Great, contra Hunom. ii. 19,? says : toic Edeciow émiatéAAwr wc yrgoiwc yvapé- 
vowc TO bvr1, ‘‘ writing to the Ephesians as being united truly by knowledge 
to Him who is” (that is, to Him who is existent, in the absolute sense) 6” 
émtyvocewc, dvtac abtove idialévtac ovduacev eimov'’ Toi¢g aylotg Toig obowv 
Kat meotoicg év Xptots ’Iynoov. Ottw yap kal ot mpd nudv mapadedOxact, 
kal husic év Toic mahaiow TOV avttypagav ebphxayer, ‘‘he calls them in a special 
sense those who are, saying, To the saints roic ovo: and the faithful in 
Christ Jesus. For thus those before us have transmitted it, and we have 
found it in the ancient copies.” From this passage it is clear that Basil 
considered it indeed certain that the Epistle was written to the Ephesians, 
but looked upon the words éy ’E¢éom as non-genuine, to which conclusion 
he had been led not merely by way of tradition, but also through the old 
Mss. existing in his time, which he had himself looked into, and which had 
not év’Edéow.*? It has, however, been incorrectly asserted that Jerome also 
did not find év ’E¢éow in Mss., but knew it merely as a conjecture.* He 
says, namely, oni. 1 :° Quidam curiosius, quam necesse est, putant ex eo, quod 
Moysi dictum sit, ‘‘Some, with an excessive refinement, think from what 
was said to Moses” [Ex. iii. 14] : haec dices filiis Israel: qui est misit me, 
etiam e08, qui Ephesi sunt sancti et fidelis, essentiae vocabulo nuncupatos.* . . . 

1 According to others, including Reiche 
(Comm. crit. p. 102), even from the ninth or 
tenth century ; but not from the year 1331, 
as Credner, Hinl. I. 2, p. 397, states. This 
year belongs to the Codex 67, which con- 
tains the Acts and Catholic Epistles. See 
Griesbach, II. p. xv. ; Scholz, II. p. x. 

2 Opp. ed. Garnier, I. p. 254. 

3 We must candidly recognize this as the 
result of the words of Basil. It is a parti- 
san and mistaken view to assert that, in 
making the above quotation of the address 
of our Epistle, he had not included ev 
*Epéow, because he had previously said rots 
"Efectos emeatéAAwy, and that his appeal to 
tradition and the old ss. applied only to the 
article rots before ovevy (1’Enfant, Wolf), or 
to oto. (Wiggers in the Stud. 1. Krit. 1841, 
p. 423 f.). In opposition to l’Enfant, it may 
be urged that Basil must necessarily have 
written tovs 6évras previously, because 


degree arbitrary to assume that in the case 
of averbal critical citation, such as Basil 
here gives with so earnest and emphatica 
statement of his reason for doing so (ovTw 
yapx.tT.A.), Words were passed over, because 
they would be obvious of themselves, and 
words, too, which were so far from being un- 
important, that in fact it was only their ab- 
sence that could warrant the metaphysical 
explanation of rots odo.v, and did beyond 
doubt give rise to it. And if Basil were 
concerned only with rots or otow, why, 
then, has he not merely cited the passage 
as far as ovowv, but also added the cai muatots 
ev X.I., so unimportant for that metaphys- 
ical conception of rots oto, and—strangest 
of all—omitted just the év “E¢éow which 
stood between? An inconceivable parsi- 
mony! No; no reader could understand 
the otrtw yap x.7.A. otherwise than of the 
form of address just literally cited in the 


the genuineness and the stress of the article 
(which is still wanting in Cod. 46) would 
have been in question; in opposition to 
Wiggers, that not the slightest critical trace 
of a previous omission of odevy is to be found; 
while, against both, we may urge the deci- 
sive consideration, that it isin the highest 


Tols aylots Tots oOVoLY Kat TLOTOLs év X.,’ 1., from 
which the recension which was then current 
differed, in that it contained év "Edécw. 

4 Bottger, Beitr. 3, p. 37; Olshausen. 

5 Opp. ed. Vallars. VII. p. 545. 

6 Probably (see the scholion from Origen 
in Tischendorf) this explanation proceeded 
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Alit vero simpliciter non ad eos, qui sint, sed qui Hphesi sancti et fideles sint, 
scriptam arbitrantur, ‘‘ These words shalt thou say to the children of Israei, 
He who is hath sent me, that the saints and faithful at Ephesus are ad- 
dressed by a term descriptive of essence. Others, indeed, suppose that the 
epistle was written not simply to those who are, but to those who are at 
Ephesus, saints and faithful.” But this ‘‘scriptam arbitrantur,” ‘they 
thought it written,” does not refer to the fact that these ‘‘ alii,” ‘‘ others,” 
had thought that the readers of the Epistle were the Ephesians ; to Jerome, 
on the contrary, év ’H¢éow is quite an undoubted part of the text (sanctis 
omnibus, qui sunt Hphesi, ‘‘to all saints who are at Ephesus,” is his reading), 
and he only adduces two different explanations of roi¢ oiow, by which, 
however, év ’E¢éom is not affected. According to the one interpretation, 
the Christians at Ephesus were designated as existing in the metaphysical 
sense ; according to the other, roic¢ oto. was taken in the usual simple 
sense cf eiva:, and consequently the Epistle was regarded as directed not to 
the existent Ephesian Christians, but to the Christians who were to be found 
at Ephesus. Thus Jerome has not mentioned the omission of év "E¢éo, and 
therefore probably was not aware that the opinion of those ‘‘ guidam” had 
originated from the very reading without év ’E¢éow ; on which account he 
looked upon this opinion as a curiosity. Hence he furnishes, almost con- 
temporaneously with Basil, an important counterpoise to his testimony. 
But if Basil in his time stands alone, he has a precursor, whose testimony 
points back to a considerably greater antiquity, in Tertullian, who says, 
contra Marc. v.11: ‘‘Praetereo hic et de alia epistola, quam nos ad Ephesios 
praescriptam | habemus, haeretict vero ad Laodicenos, ‘‘1 pass by here another 
epistle, which we have, addressed to the Ephesians, but the heretics to the 
Laodiceans ;” and at ver. 17: ‘‘ Ecclesiae quidem veritate epistolam istam ad 
Eiphesios habemus emissam, non ad Laodicenos, sed Marcion ei titulum aliquando 
interpolare gestiit, ‘‘According to the true testimony of the church, we hold 
this epistle to have been sent to the Ephesians, not to the Laodiceans. But 
Marcion had sometimes a strong desire to interpolate the title” (7.e., to make 
it otherwise, alter it), guasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator ; nihil autem 
de titulis interest, cum ad omnes apostolus scripserit, dum ad quosdam, ‘‘as if 
in that he had been a very diligent inquirer ; but the question of the title 
is of no account, since the apostle wrote to all, when he wrote to some.” Ac- 
cording to this, in Tertullian’s time the Epistle was acknowledged by the 
orthodox church, and by Tertullian himself,’ as an Epistle to the Ephesians, 


from Origen, since it looks quite like him, 
and he wrote a commentary on the Epistle, 
which was used by Jerome. : 

1 That is, superscribed. Comp. for example, 
Gellius, v. 21, ‘‘epistola . . . cui titulus prae- 
scriptus est,” ‘‘ the epistle to which the title 
is prefixed.’’ The words ‘‘ ad Ephesios,”’ “ to 
the Ephesians,”’ and ‘‘ ad Laodicenos,” “to 
the Laodiceans,” are the “ ipsissima verba,”’ 
“very words,” of the prefixed titulus prae- 
scriptus. Hence titulus, “ title,’ and prae- 
scrihere, “prefixed,” are not to be referred 


19 


to the address and salutation, which are, in 
fact, an integral part of the epistolary text 
itself (against Harless, Linemann, and 
others, and Laurent in the Jahrb. fur 
Deutsche Théol. 1866, p. 131). See also Reiche, 
Comment. crit.p. 109. The reading perserip- 
tam in the above passage of Tertullian has 
evidently arisen from praescriptam (which 
is contained in the editions of Pamela 
and Rigaltius) not having been understood. 

2Comp. cont. Mare. iv. 5, de praescrip. 
haer. 36. 
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and only heretics like Marcion regarded it as addressed to the Laodiceans ; 
but Tertullian cannot have read or known of év’Egéow, i. 1, because other- 
wise he would not have spoken merely of a change in the superscription,’ and 
would not have appealed to the ‘‘ veritas ecclesiae,” ‘‘truth of the church,” 
but to the text. It has been objected, indeed (see especially, Harless and 
Wiggers, and compare also Liinemann), that this is an inference from the 
critical standpoint of owr time, and that it would have been quite natural 
in Tertullian summarily to bring in the ‘‘ veritas ecclesiae,” ‘‘ truth of the 
church.” But this would only have been natural for him in the event of the 
question relating to a falsification of the text by Marcion. The question 
here concerns a falsification of the title, which, if the words év ’E¢éow had 
stood in the text, would have been at variance with the teat ; and what 
would have been in that case more natural than to appeal to the apostolic év 
’Edéow ? The invocation of the ‘‘ veritas ecclesiae” serves precisely to prove 
that an apostolic év ’E¢éom was not known to Tertullian. This at the same 
time applies in opposition to the remark of Wiggers, I. 1, p. 429, that 
Marcion could not have read anything else than év ’Egéow in the address, if 
he had discovered anything to be changed in the superscription, which was 
naturally (?) of the same tenor (7 mpd¢ ’Hdeciove éxiatoAy). No, he not merely 
may, but must have read in the address nothing at all of the place for which 
the Epistle was destined ; otherwise he must have falsified the address also, 
and not merely the traditional swperscription—which is not to be assumed, 
since Tertullian brings a charge against him merely as concerns the titulus, 
‘“ title,” and, on his own part, betrays no knowledge whatever of an 
év ’Edéow in the address. How, then, could Tertullian dismiss the falsifica- 
tion of Marcion with the evasive nihil autem de titulis interest cum ad omnes, 
‘the question of titles is of no account,” etc., if he had before him in 
the apostolic text év ’Edéow, before which the title zpdc¢ Aaodixéac would at 
ence have broken down? Little as it fell in with Tertullian’s purpose to 
assail Marcion at length on account of his falsification of the title, since he 
was occupied in confuting his dogmatic errors, surely it would have re- 
quired no more words to dispose of the falsifier of the title by an appeal to 
the text, than to get rid of the matter with the superficial nihil autem de 
titulis, etc. And how could Marcion himself (evidently on the ground of 
Col. iv. 16) have hit upon the idea of changing the title of the Epistle, if 
he himself had read év ’Eg¢éow in i. 1? Dogmatic reasons, which at other 
times determined the heretic in his critical proceedings, did not exist here 
at all. If, in accordance with all this, the testimony of Tertullian, as well 
as the procedure of Marcion, to which he bears witness, is adverse to the év 
’E¢éow 5 that, on the other hand, of Ignatius, ad Hph. 12, is not to be used 
either for or against, whether we look at his words in the shorter or the 
longer recension. ? 


1 Praescriptam, titulum; comp. on this mdavrote év tats Seyoeoty avrod pyy- 
last, de pudic. 29, al. Movevet VeaY (vulg. Huar), “ye are 
2 According to the longer recension (in initiated into the mysteries of the gospel 
Dressel, p. 332): Yuets 5é IlavAov cuppivo- with Paul the holy, the martyred, who is 
Tau €oTE HytaguEvov, mewapTupyuévov ...%s5 always mindful of you (vulg. of us) in his 
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But although, when the matter is thus cleared up, Basil on the ground of 
older mss. rejected év ’E¢éow, and Marcion and Tertullian did not read the 
words, they are yet to be most decidedly retained as original, for the follow- 
ing external and internal reasons (in addition to the attestation, upon which 
we have already remarked, of all other still extant witnesses, and especially 
of the versions) :—(1) The entire ancient church has designated our Epistle 
expressly as Epistle to the Ephesians (Irenaeus, Haer. v. 2, 3 ; Clemens Alex. 
Strom. iv. 8, p. 592, ed. Potter ; Tertullian, Origen, and others, even as 
early as the Oanon Murat., and Valentinus in the Philosoph. Or. vi. 84) with- 
out even a single voice, with the exception of Marcion’s, being raised against 
this view. But if the words év ’E¢éo had been wanting from the outset, and 
the Epistle had thus borne on the face of it no place of destination, such a 
consensus would have been quite as inexplicable in itself as at variance with 
the analogy of the other Epistles, in which throughout the judgment of the 
church as to the first readers coincides with the superscription, where there 
is one, and beyond doubt depends upon it. (2) In all his Epistles Paul 
designates in the address the recipients most definitely, even when he does 
not write to the Christians of a single town (1 Cor. i. 2 ; 2 Cor. i. 1), or to 
a single church (Gal. i. 2). Accordingly, our Epistle, if fairly regarded in 
accordance with the address, should év ’E¢éow not be genuine, would be 
marked out as a catholic one, without any limitation whatever of locality or 
nationality of the readers,—a view with which the contents (i. 15, ii. 11, 
iii. 1, iv. 17, etc.) as well as the mission of Tychicus (vi. 21) would be de- 
cidedly at variance. (8) On each occasion, when St. Paul in the address has 
used roic oborv, it serves to specify the locality of the readers. See Rom. i. 
7 : roic obow év ‘Poun ; Phil. i. 1: roi¢ odow év biAimmroie 3 1 Cor. i. 2: TH obon 
év Kopivm, and even so 2 Cor. i. 1. Compare the addresses in the Ignatian 
Epistles. (4) If Paul had written roic dyiowe toig obow Kai motoic, we should 
have a form of address, which does not even admit of any tolerable expla- 
nation. It would yield the meaning : to the saints, who are also (not merely 
saints, but also) beleving.* But what a flat and inappropriate severance of 
the ideas ‘‘ saints and believing,” which should rather be conjoined into unity 
(comp. Col. i. 2)! With the apostle there are no saints, who are not also 


prayers.” Following the reading npor, makes mention of you in his whole letter ! 
Credner here concludes that our Epistle This is surely obvious of itself, and is not 
was not directed to the Ephesians alone. at all a point appropriate to be dwelt upon! 


But it would apply to ‘‘ the Pauline Chris- On the contrary, ¢€v macy émuoroAj Means: 
tians in general,” so that it would not at im every Epistle; so that Ignatius does not 
all contain a reference to the individual mean our Epistle alone, nor yet by tpov 
Epistle. According to the shorter recen- specially the Ephesians as such, but the 
sion, the passage runs thus: IlavAov x.7.A., Ephesians as Pauline Christians generally 
bs év méan eErtaToAR mYNnMovEvEL (as regards category), and hence could say: 
bya, “of Paul, who in every epistle ad- he makes mention of you in every Epistle. 
monishes you.” Here év racy émaroAy does _ It is not difficult to see how, in the words 
not mean, in the whole Hpistle,—a linguis- under consideration, the longer recension 
tically erroneous interpretation which, is related as explanatory to the shorter. 
though still defended by Harless and re- 1 Jt is not necessary that in this case oto 
peated by Dressel, would yield a quite irrel- should stand after morois. Comp. Johni. 
evant meaning ; for how strange to say to 49, iv. 9; Acts vii. 2; Eph. ii. 1, ete. 

A, who has received a letter from B: B 
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believers. The explanation of Meier is chargeable with the same inappro- 
priateness : to the saints, who are also faithful (since the unfaithful have 
ceased to be saints) ; and, moreover, it is to be taken into consideration 
that moroic is not defined to have the sense of faithful by the context, but 
rather, when used in the address, and connected with év X. ’I., most natu- 
rally presents the sense of believing, as in Col. i. 2.1 Credner, Hinl. I. 2, 
p- 400, translates : to the saints, who are in fact also believers, and this is held to 
mean : to the saints, who are true believers ; in the mouth of Paul equiva- 
lent to Pauline Christians. But, in this case, roic ovo could not, without 
risk of being misapprehended, dispense with a defining addition (in fact), 
or Paul at least must have written rtoic cai odow riotoic, In which case by 
means of «ai the special emphasis of otovv might be indicated (who are not 
merely called believers, but aiso are so). Yet even thus the expression 
would not be clear, and the meaning : to the Pauline Christians, would be 
purely imported. In a context, where Pauline and anti-Pauline Christians 
were spoken of, the reader might without further indication understand 
under true believers the former ; but not in the address, where this ref- 
erence is not suggested by anything, and the less so, seeing that this con- 
trast does not come once under discussion in the Epistle itself. Schneck- 
enburger and Matthies attach roic obow to roic¢ ayiowc. The latter? explains: 
Toi¢ ovowv, who are there (namely, in Asia Minor, whither Tychicus was jour- 
reying to visit them), which imputes to Paul a strange clumsiness. But 
Schneckenburger ? renders : to the saints, who arein fact such. But even thus 
Paul, in order to obviate misunderstanding (and in the address of an official 
writing at any rate people express themselves definitely and clearly), could 
not have dispensed with some defining adjunct (in fact) to roic¢ oto ; and, 
even apart from this, how unsuitable would the address be, whether we ex- 
plain the true saints as standing in contrast to the nominal Christians or to 
the Jews! The former would yield an indefinite designation of the readers, 
and would contain an exclusion and separation unsuited to the apostolic 
spirit and working. And the latter would be quite out of place, since the 
Epistle has nothing at all to do with the contrast to Judaism. All expla- 
nations without év’Edéow are fanciful impossibilities, unless we keep to the 
first-given simple translation of the words. Weiss does this in Herzog’s 
Encykl. XTX. p. 480 ; rejecting év ’E¢éow, he makes the saints, who are believers 
also on Christ,* to be said of the New Testament saints in contrast with those 
of the Old Testament. But this contrast would itself be quite without any 
motive in the contents of the Epistle ; indeed, in the «ai (also) there would be 
implied a side-glance at the unconverted Jews, which would be out of place 
and unsuitable. 


1This also holds in opposition to Bétt- 
ger’s views, Bettrdge, 3, p. 29 ff.: to the 
saints, who there are also faithful, in which 
the ovow presents a contrast to the apostate 
Jewish-Christians, who had been faithful. 
Such a contrast would necessarily, from 
the very nature of the case, have been 
spoken of in the Epistle itself.-We may 


add that already the Gothic version has 
translated mcrtots, faithful (‘ triggnaim”’), 

2 Comp. Bengel. 

3 Beitrage, p. 183. 

4 So in substance also Reiche, Comm. crit. 
p. 122: ‘‘ sanctis, tisdemque fidemin Christum 
profitentibus,” ‘‘to the saints, and the same 
professing faith in Christ.” 
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In view of all that has been said, we must defend év ’Edéow, i. 1, as decid- 
edly genuine. But wherefore was it omitted at so early a period ' in a por- 
tion of the codices? Certainly this omission was not a mere transcriber’s 
error ;* for not only is such an error in itself improbable at the very main 
point of the address, but it would not have obtained any considerable diffu- 
sion. Further, the possible reason, which may account at Rom. i. 7 forthe 
absence of éy ‘Pou in various MSss., namely, through a transcript of the Epis- 
tle for public reading in another particular church, is here at any rate im- 
probable, since the manuscripts not containing év’E@éow must have been cir- 
culated in very different regions (Asia and Africa) and in very considerable 
number. This latter fact might point to the hypothesis that, by omitting 
év ’Egéow, it was sought to give to an Epistle so general in tenor and weigh- 
ty, the impress of a Catholic one.* But, in point of fact, the apostolic Epis- 
tles directed ad qguosdam, ‘‘ to some,” were already of themselves regarded 
as written ad omnes, ‘‘ to all,” * and hence there was no need of the proced- 
ure indicated. Equally inadmissible, moreover, is the view (see below), 
that from the very first in a portion of the manuscripts the place for the 
local name was left vacant, and thereby év ’E¢éow was omitted.° Nor yet 
can we accept the dogmatic reason, that the name of the place was expunged 
with a view to favor the metaphysical explanation of roi¢ otow, specified in 
Basil and Jerome, since the converse alone is natural, namely, that the met- 
aphysical interpretation of roi¢ ovow arose from the fact of the text being al- 
ready deprived of the év ’E¢éow, 

The omission would rather appear due to ancient historical criticism. 
From the contents of the letter at a very early period the inference had been 
drawn, that it was addressed to persons who were as yet personally unknown 
to the apostle, and still novices in Christianity. And how naturally did 
this lead to the view that the Ephesians had not been the recipients, and so 
to the striking out of é ’Edéow ! The text written without é» ’E¢éow was 
soon laid hold of to support the metaphysical explanation of roi¢ ovovv, which 
had arisen out of it ; and the favor and diffusion which the latter received 


1Marcion, Tertullian, the old mss. in 
Basil. 

2 Linemann. 

3 Comp. Wieseler, 
Zeitalt. p. 438. 

4 Jerome, c. Mare. v. 17. 

5 Schott, Isag. p. 279, suggests that per- 
haps Paul himself had commissioned Ty- 
chicus to have copies for other churches 
made at Ephesus, and to have the names 
of these other churches inserted therein in 
place of the év Edféow, which came from 
himself ; and that a copyist had left a blank 
for the future insertion of the name, which 
he had forgotten thereafter to fill up. 

6 Historical traces of this ancient view 
are to be found in Theodoret, Praef., and on 
i. 15, who relates ‘“‘that some had asserted 
that Paul pydérw trois ‘Edecious Tebeapevor, 
‘never having seen the Ephesians,’ had writ- 


Chronol. des apost. 


ten this Epistle to them ;”’ and also in Eutha- 
lius (ap. Zaccagni in Collect. mon. vet. eccl. 
DP. 524) : 7 mpos "Edecious .. . fis €v TH mpoypahy 
To pvoTypiov EexTiveTat, TapandAynciws TH mpos 
‘Pwyatous: auportépots dé €& axons yvwpijots, Kat 
eigiy adtat mpods avTLOLAaTTOAHY apxal KaTHXOUME- 
vwv Kal musToV eicaywyai, ‘the Epistle to the 
Ephesians, in whose introduction the mys- 
tery is presented, just as in that to the Ro- 
mans: to both known by hearing, and 
they are in distinction elements for cate- 
chumens and introductions for believers.” 
Comp. also the Synops. script. sacr. in Atha- 
nasius, Opp. III. p. 194, ed. Bend.: tavtnv émo- 
TédAcr ard ‘Pwuns, ovTH Mev avTOVS EwpaKas, 
akxovaas S€ povov mept avTav (TaY 'Edeciwy), 
‘‘ He writes this from Rome, not as yet hav- 
ing seen them, but only having heard of 
them ” (i.¢., of the Ephesians). 
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from its accordance with the taste of the age necessarily contributed to the 
spread of the text which was denuded of the év ’Ed¢éom. The omission of 
these words, thus originated and diffused, could not indeed do away with 
the correct ecclesiastical tradition of the Epistle being destined for Ephesus, 
or frustrate the preservation of év ’E¢éow and the triumph of that original 
reading (supported as it was by all the versions), which had been already 
achieved by the time of Jerome; but it did make it possible for Marcion, 
seeing that he already found év ’E¢éow no longer in the text, to alter, in 
opposition to tradition, the title mpdc "Edeciove into rpd¢ Aaodixéac, regarding 
the Epistle on the basis of Col. iv. 16 as addressed to the Laodiceans—in the 
service of the same criticism, under which, only handled in a negative sense, 
év "Edéow had disappeared. 

But, it is said, the contents—quite general in tenor, without personal 
reminiscences and references, without salutations (not even Timotheus and 
Aristarchus are mentioned, as in Col. i. 1, iv. 10 ; Philem. 24), without any 
trace of that close intimacy in which Paul had stood to his Ephesian con- 
verts, as a father to his children '—are of such a character that the Epistle 
of itself betrays that it was not directed to the Ephesians ; and the passages, 
i. 15, iii. 1-4, iv. 21, point to readers who had not been in any personal con- 
nection with the apostle. Mainly based on this internal character of the 
Epistle, we find two hypotheses concerning the readers for whom it was 
destined :—I. Following Marcion, Grotius, Hammond, Mill, Pierce, du Pin, 
Wall, the younger Vitringa, Venema, Wetstein, Paley, e¢ al., including, re- 
cently, Holzhausen and others (see on Col. iv. 16), as wellas Rabiger,” have 
supposed * that the Epistle was addressed to the Laodiceans, as being person- 
ally unknown to the apostle (Col. ii. 1). While this hypothesis? falls of 
itself, if the genuineness of év ’E¢éow is established, it may, moreover, be 
urged in opposition to it—(a) that from Marcion’s procedure we may not in- 
fer an Asiatic tradition. For the ecclesiastical tradition is quite unani- 
mous in regarding the Ephesians as readers of the Epistle ; there is no 
trace of deviation ; the heretic stands alone with his adherents, without 
any anticipation or echo of his critical paradox. (0) Since, according to 
Col. iv. 16, the Epistle to the Laodiceans had at the very first become 
known in two different churches,—in Laodicea and Colossae,—and ° 
without doubt was disseminated from both by copies, it is the more 
incomprehensible how the Ephesians could appropriate to themselves 


1 Jt is arbitrary and contrary to the man- 
ner of the apostle to assume, with Wurm 
(in the Trib. Zeitschr. 1833, I. p. 98), that 
Paul, because of painful experiences which 
he had had in Ephesus, avoided mention of 
previous occurrences. How altogether dif- 
ferent is his procedure, especially in the 
Epistle to the Galatians ! 

2 Christologia Paul. p. 48. 

3 See, in opposition to this assumption, 
also Satori, diber d. Laodicenerbrief, Liibeck, 
1853, and especially Reiche, p. 181 sqq. 
Reiche, however, considers our Epistle as 


identical with that mentioned in Col. iv. 16; 
in his view it was destined not merely for 
the Laodiceans, but also for Hierapolis and 
other churches of that region, and thence had 
no place specified in the opening address; 
but Paul had orally imparted to Tychicus 
more particular directions as to that point. 
See, in opposition to the alleged encyclical 
destination of the Epistle, generally what is 
said below under II. The view of Weiss is 
essentially similar to that of Reiche. 
4 To which Baur, p. 457, is also inclined. 
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the Laodicean letter, and how universal ecclesiastical tradition could 
support this view without meeting with opposition in the church itself. 
The appeal to the earthquake, which, according to Tacitus, Ann. xiv. 27, 
in the year 60° destroyed Laodicea,’ yields no result, since, according to 
Tacitus, 7.c., Laodicea was soon restored ; and the Christian church there 
cannot have perished (Rey. iii.), still less the knowledge of the Epistle 
which Paul had written to them. No doubt, in view of Col. iv. 16, there 
must have been an affinity of contents between the Epistle to the Laodiceans 
and that to the Colossians, which seems to tell in favor of the identity of 
our Epistle with the former ; but may not Paul, besides our Epistle and that 
to the Colossians, have written a third kindred in its contents ? which has 
perished, like a letter to the Corinthians (1 Cor. v. 9), one to the Philip- 
pians (see on Phil. iii. 1, Remark), and perhaps also others, which have left 
no traces behind. (c) If our Epistle is the Epistle to the Laodiceans, it must 
have been written before the Epistle to the Colossians (Col. iv. 16), which, 
according to § 2, is not to be assumed. Indeed, at Eph. vi. 21 and Col. iv. 
7, there might possibly be not even meant one and the same journey of 
Tychicus (which yet forces itself on us so undeniably in pursuance of the 
words and the geographical relations), seeing that Paul, in the Epistle to the 
Colossians (iv. 15), directs the Laodiceans, and an individual among them, 
to be saluted,—which, from the nature of the case, he would hardly have done, 
if he had been sending to them at the same time a letter, and that by so 
trusted a fellow-laborer,* who, besides, had to travel by way of Laodicea to 
Colossae (see on Col. iv. 16, Remark). (d) What Holzhausen says of Col. 
ii. 2, that it was written with a consciousness of the Epistle to the Ephesians, 
is purely imaginary.*- Following Beza,° and Ussher,® Garnier,” Bengel, 
Benson, Michaelis, Zachariae, Koppe, Ziegler,® Justi,® Stolz, Haenlein, 


1 According to Eusebius, Chron., and Oro- 
sius, Hist. vii. 7, only at a later date ; see 
Wieseler, p. 455. 

2 According to Eusebius and Orosius, 
Colossae and Hierapolis also. 

3 This enigma would only admit of solu- 
tion from the domain of conjecture. The 
easiest thing would be to say, that Paul, 
when he had the Epistle to the Colossians 
with his salutation to the Laodiceans al- 
ready completed, had only then resolved to 
send further with Tychicus a /etter to the 
Laodiceans, in drawing up which he was 
aware that Tychicus would reach Laodicea 
before Colossae. But with all hypotheses, 
which are not made in the consistent fol- 
lowing out of an ascertained fact, the 
ground falls away under our feet. Others 
have asserted that Paul wished to repeat 
the salutations, or that he had only, as he 
was writing to the Colossians, heard about 
Nymphas through Epaphras; but these, 
after all, are nothing but suppositions, 
which, moreover, are invalidated by the 


fact that our Epistle is to be placed after 
that to the Colossians (see § 2). Bertholdt 
considers the salutation in Col. iv. 15 mere- 
ly as introduction to the subsequent com- 
mission (‘“‘have the letter brought to the 
Laodiceans with my salutation’’). But 
how utterly in opposition to the connec- 
tion ! 

4See, in opposition to it, 
p. xxxix.—Il. 

5 Who, on the subscription to the Epistle, 
expresses the conjecture that it was sent 
not so much ad Ephesios ipsos proprie, 
“properly to the Ephesians themselves,’’ 
as rather to Ephesus, ‘‘ ut ad ceteras Asiaticas 
ecclesias transmitteretur,” “that it might 
be transmitted to the other Asiatic 
churches ;”’ and that hence, probably, arose 
the partial omission of év ’"Edécw, 

6 In his Annales ad ann. 64. 

Tad Basi. l.c. 

8 In Henke’s Magaz. IV. 2, p. 225 ff. 

® Vermischte Abhandlungen, I. p. 81 ff. 


Harless, 
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Schmidt, Eichhorn, Bertholdt, Hug, Flatt, Hemsen, Schott, Feilmoser, 
Schrader, Schneckenburger, Neander, Riickert, Credner, Matthies, Meier, 
Harless, Béttger, Anger, Olshausen, Thiersch,! Guericke, Lange, Bleek, 
and others have, though with manifold variations in detail,’ regarded 
eur Epistle as a circular letter. In that case Ephesus has mostly been in- 
cluded in the circle of churches concerned, but sometimes—as by Koppe, 
Haenlein,? Eichhorn, Bertholdt, and Reiche—entirely excluded ; while 
Laodicea and its neighborhood have been in various ways brought in (accord- 
ing to Credner, ¢.g., one copy of the letter was sent to Hphesus to be circulated 
among the churches on the west coast of Asia Minor ; and another copy 
to Laodicea, to be circulated among the churches in the interior), in fact, 
have even been regarded as the locality for which the Epistle was primarily 
and specially destined ; Bleek being withal of opinion that the Ephe- 
sians only got it to read from Tychicus on his journey to Phrygia, and re- 
tained for themselves a copy of it. But, in opposition to the view of any 
sort of encyclical destination, we may decisively again urge—(q) the univer- 
sal and undivided ecclesiastical tradition, which does not exhibit the very 
slightest trace of such a destination. Indeed, both the orthodox and Mar- 
cion are here at one, since both name only one church as the receiver of the 
Epistle. And when we remember what a high honor any church could not 
but consider it to have received an apostolic writing, the utter disappear- 
ance of all knowledge that our Epistle had belonged to other churches, or 
had been claimed by them as their property, would be quite inconceivable. 
(0) Even apart from the circumstance that Paul does not in the Epistle give 
the slightest hint of any encyclical destination for it, the words of the address 
év ’Edéou, which cannot critically be dislodged, expressly testify against it. 
Paul could not thus address it, if he had intended it for more extended cir- 
culation, or even for other localities. How very differently he knew how 
to stamp on the face of the Epistles to the Corinthians the body of readers 
for whom they were intended! But if the év ’Edécw is held to be spurious 


1 Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 145 sqq. 

2 See Liinemann, p. 33 sqq. 

3 Who has even lighted on the Pelopon- 
nesus [ 

4 This holds also in oppostion to the form 
which Harless has given to the matter. 
The readers, in his view, were daughter- 
churches of Ephesus, or Christians scattered 
about the country, who had first been made 
acquainted with the gospel from Ephesus, 
and of whom Paul had received intelligence 
through the Ephesians. To these Christians 
he had forwarded the Epistle through the 
Ephesian church. But as the Ephesian 
church itself might also extract benefit and 
edification from it, the apostle had wished 
that the Epistle should be publicly read to 
the principal church and remain with it. 
Harless conceives of Tychicus as giving the 
following message to the Ephesians: “7 


bring to you here aletter which concerns you 
all, but specially the Gentile Christians, of 
whom you have spoken to the apostle. Take 
care that the letter, when it has been read with 
you, should also come into their hands, ye who 
know best the ways and means for that end ; 
and bring me to them, in order that I, in ac- 
cordance with the apostle’s commission, may 
tell them what I have told you concerning his 
condition.’’ Thus the letter would primari- 
ly and mainly have applied to readers ovt- 
side of Ephesus, and Paul would have ad- 
dressed it tots ota. "EN “Eféow? He would 
have suppressed its principal destination, 
and would have placed as the address only 
a mediate and subordinate one? No, Paul 
would have known how really to express in 
the opening address the relation which 
Harless has merely presupposed, if he had 
so conceived of it. See also Reiche, p. 127. 
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(against this view, see above), then the address, which with’ év "Ed¢éow is too 
limited for a circular letter, would without these words be too wide for the 
purpose ; for then vo local definition of the readers whatever would be indi- 
cated, and the Epistle would present itself not as an encyclical, but as a 
catholic’ Epistle. (¢) If, with Riickert and Olshausen, we should assume that 
Paul, in the several copies which he gave to Tychicus, had left blank the 
name of the place in order that it might be subsequently filled up with the 
names of the churches concerned,’ or that at least in some copies a vacant 
space was left to be filled up at pleasure,’ this is (a) altogether an arbitrary 
transplanting of a modern procedure from the counting-houses of the present 
day back into the apostolic age, from which we have circular letters indeed, 
but no trace of such a process of drawing them out, the mechanical 
nature of which would hardly square with the spirit of the apostolic 
age. And (8) would not the Epistle, even if every church concerned had 
received a copy provided with its own name, have yet remained a circular 
letter ? Thus, indeed, in the zndtwidual church-names of the different copies 
there would have been just so many contradictions to the proper destination 
of the Epistle. Why, then, should not Paul—in case of his giving to 
Tychicus the alleged. circular letter in several copies—have named in every 
address uniformly the recipient churches as a whole? (y) It would have 
been utter folly * if Paul in a portion of the copies had left the name of the 
place blank, to be filled up according to pleasure in a manner which had not 
already been fixed. Could he write i. 15 ff., vi. 22, without having quite a 
definite conception what churches he had in view? (6)If only the name 
was to be left blank, why was év also omitted ? why did not the copies run 
Toi¢ ovotv ty . . . Kat moToi¢ k.7.2. 2? (e) How inexplicable, that only copies 
with é ’E@éo, and, in addition, those having no name whatever, should 
have had the good fortune to be preserved and distributed! Each of the 
churches in question would have sought to preserve and to multiply the 
copy addressed to it under its name ; and different traditions with regard to 
the readers would inevitably have been current at a very early date in the 
church side by side. (¢) If Laodicea was in the circle of churches in ques- 
tion, Colossae also was so (Col. iv. 16). But Colossae did not get the 
alleged circular letter through the despatch of a copy intended for the Co- 
lossians, and addressed to them, but had to procure for itself the Laodicean 
Epistle from Laodicea (Col. J.c.). These arguments tell at the same time 


this bold stroke of tradition would hardly 
have gained universal assent, especially in 


1 Success cannot attend the attempt men- 
tally to supply the local destination of the 


letter (that disappears with the rejection 
of év’E¢éo) from any other quarter in deal- 
ing with so singular and nameless an ad- 
dress. Weiss, J.c. (comp. Reiche), thinks 
that Paul had given information to Tychi- 
cus for what circle of churches in Asia 
Minor the letter was intended; but that 
the later tradition had appropriated it to 
the chief town and chief church, and had 
completed the address accordingly. But 
that premiss is arbitrarily assumed, and 


view of its enigmatic relation to the con- 
tents of the Epistle. If Ephesus did not 
from the first stand in the text, as Marcion 
did not read it, the latter would haveacted 
with more tact in having recourse to Laodi- 
cea. 

2 Ussher first suggested this, followed by 
Garnier, Bengel, Eichhorn, Hug, and others. 

’ Moldenhauer, Michaelis, Bertholdt, 
Hemsen, and others. 

4 Comp. Matthaei, ed. min. III. p 293, 
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against Bleck’s hesitating conjecture, that Paul in the Epistle, which was 
primarily intended for Laodicea, Hierapolis, etc., had left a gap after roic¢ 
ovow, because, at the time of writing the letter, he was not yet able to specify 
all the several churches ; as likewise against Anger’s view, that the circular 
letter, primarily destined for Ephesus, had at the same time been destined 
for the daughter-churches of Asia, and among these, also for Laodicea ; 
that Tychicus had to bring it first to Ephesus, from whence it was to make 
its way to the other churches, and so to Laodicea, and from thence to 
Colossae. In opposition to this view, see Zeller’ and Wieseler.? Similarly 
Laurent,? who assumes that Paul had intended the Epistle for the two 
churches, Laodicea and Ephesus, but had only despatched one copy for the 
two, in which he left the designation of the place open. Thus copies with 
designations of the place had arisen through transcripts, some with év Aaod:- 
xeta, Some with év’Edéow, the latter of which obtained the upper hand. 
But from the evidence of Tertullian (see above) we cannot gather that he 
had seen mss. with év Aaodixetgd. Besides, there would subsist no reason at 
all why Paul, if he had written to these two churches, should not also have 
mentioned both of them in the address. 

In accordance with the foregoing discussion, no other critical procedure 
in ascertaining the readers of the Epistle rests on a historical basis but that 
adopted by most of the later commentators, which arrives at the conclusion 
that our Epistle was directed to the Ephesians and to no further church, in 
pursuance of the genuine év ’E@éow, and in agreement with the primitive 
and universal tradition of the church. So among the later commen- 
tators Whitby, Wolf, Cramer, Morus, and more recently Rinck,* Wurm,° 
Wiggers,® Wieseler.7 We must, however, candidly confess that, while 
the difficulties of the individual passages i. 15, iii. 1-4, iv. 21, may 
be elucidated by their exegesis, the tone and contents of so general 
a tenor, the absence of any reminiscences of personal connection with 
the readers, the want of salutations, etc., in an Epistle to the Ephe- 
sians, remain more surprising than would be the case in any other 
Epistle. The appeal made by Wieseler® to the elevated and didactic char- 
acter of the Epistle is not sufficient to explain this strange phenomenon ; 
we lack the historical information for this purpose, and scientific modesty 
and prudence prefer to confess in this case the non liquet, rather than to 


1 Theol. Jahrb. 1844, I. p. 199 ff. 

2 Chronol. d.ap. Zeitalt. p. 442 sq. 

3In the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1866, 
p. 181. 

4 Sendschr. der Korinther, p. 31 ff., and in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 948 ff. 

5In the 7%ib. Zettschr. 1833, I. p. 97 f. 

6 Yet he also takes up the view (already 
expressed by Beza in his remarks on the 
subscription), that the apostle has not 
merely regarded the word spoken to the 
Ephesians as spoken to them, but has 
desired and designed a diffusion of the 
Epistle among, and a knowledge of it in, 
wider circles, so that under the one church 


he is addressing the whole body of Asiatic 
Christians, which had Ephesus as their 
mother-church and centre. But against 
this view it must be urged—apart from the 
circumstance that St. Paul says nothing 
whatever of this supposed design—that in 
all the other Epistles too he might presup- 
pose their being communicated to wider 
circles, and yet is not thereby withheld from 
entering into particulars, sending saluta- 
tions, and the like. In the Stud. u. Krit. 
1841, p. 412 ff. 

™ Chronol. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 443. 

Bp. 449, 
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construct hypotheses which, as has been shown, fall to pieces of themselves. ! 
There must have existed historical circumstances which occasioned the Epis- 
tle to receive the strange form that it undoubtedly has, but we are not 
acquainted with them. It is very natural, however, to think of the phe- 
nomenon in question as, in part at least, causally connected with the mission 
of Tychicus. In accordance with vi. 21 f., Paul may have reserved all de- 
tails to be orally communicated by the latter, who seemed specially fitted 
for this purpose, since he, as an inhabitant of Asia,? as a witness of Paul’s 
farewell to the presbyters (Acts xx. 4), and also named elsewhere as an em- 
issary to Ephesus (2 Tim. iv. 12), was undoubtedly very accurately acquainted 
with the relations of Paul to the Ephesians ; while on the part also of 
the apostle himself there might be special motives (based possibly on the 
accusation brought against him by the Jews, Acts xxi. 28, 29, and on the 
covetousness of the venal Felix, Acts xxiv. 26), arising from the conditions 
of his imprisonment and surveillance, for his deeming it advisable by way 
of precaution to compose his Epistle to this particular church, with which 
he was on the most intimate footing, without setting forth personal relations 
and special circumstances. Nevertheless, this Epistle, as an apostolical 
letter to the Ephesians, with its so general, and, even in various particulars, 
surprising contents, remains an enigma awaiting further solution ; and we 
must confess that if Ephesus had not been given as the place of destination, 
criticism would least of all have been likely to light upon this church among 
the Asiatic churches known to us. [See Note I., p. 308.] 


SEC. 2.—PLACE AND TIME OF COMPOSITION. 


St. Paul was a prisoner when he wrote the Epistle, iii. 1, iv. 1, vi. 20. It 
has always been the prevailing opinion that this imprisonment was the cap- 
tivity at Rome, narrated in the Acts of the Apostles. But David Schulz,° 
and after him Schneckenburger,‘ Schott,’ Bottger,° Wiggers,’ Thiersch,* 
Reuss,* Schenkel,*® and Zéckler,” have decided in favor of the captivity at 


17This holds also of those hypotheses, 
which do not keep to the view of the Chris- 
tian church at Ephesus as such, regarded as 
a whole, being the readers of the Epistle. 
Thus Neudecker (Hin. p. 502) holds that the 
Epistle is directed to that portion of the 
church which had been converted by the 
disciples of the aposéle after he had left 
Ephesus; and Liinemann conceives that 
Paul has written to a church which had 
been founded but a short time before in the 
immediate neighborhood of Ephesus, and 
which was so closely bound up with the 
Ephesian Church that it might be considered 
asa part of it. Such hypotheses are strik- 
ingly and decisively disposed of by the 
simple and definite tots otow ev "Epéow, 
which does not admit of any more limited 
interpretation than the addresses tots otow 
év ‘Péuy, Rom. i. 73 tots otow év BidAtmmots, 


Phil. i. 1, ete. 

2 Perhaps even from Ephesus. In Acts 
xx. 4, Tychicus and Trophimus are named 
as “of Asia,’’ but the latter at least is defi- 
nitely designated in xxi. 29 as an Hphesian. 

3In the Stud. u. K7rit. 1829, p. 612 ff. 

4 Beitr. p. 144 f. 

§ Graul (Lips. 1836) wrote in opposition to 
Schulz and Schott. 

6 In connection, doubtless, with his 
hypothesis that that Roman imprisonment 
only lasted a few days. 

7 In the Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 486 ff. 

8 q. Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 176. 

® Gesch. der heil. Schr. N. T. § 114. 

10 Comp. also Weiss in Herzog’s Encykl. 
XIX. p. 718. 

11Jn Vilmar’s Pastoral-theol, Bidtt. 1863, 
p. 277 f. 
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Caesarea. And rightly so. Not, however, as if the friends of Paul, who 
are named in the contemporary letters to the Colossians and to Philemon 
(Col. iv. 9-14 ; Philem. 10 ff., 23f.), could not have been with him at Rome, 
as has been sought to be inferred from the Epistle to the Philippians, which 
only (i. 1) mentions Timotheus ;’ nor, again, on account of mpdc¢ dpav, PLi- 
lem. 15, which expression as contrasted with aiéviov by no means presupposes 
merely a quite short separation of the runaway Onesimus from his master ; 
nor yet because Paul at Rome could not have obtained sufficiently accurate 
information concerning Colossae, for this might, in fact, have been got. 
sufficiently by means of Epaphras (Col. iv. 12) ;—but, (1) because it is in 
itself more natural and probable that the slave Onesimus had run away from 
Colossae as far as Caesarea, than that he should have fled, at the cost of a 
long journey by sea, to Rome; the more especially as the fugitive was not 
yet a Christian. The objection,’ that in the great city of Rome he would 
have been more secure from being tracked by the fugitivarti, who were every- 
where on the look-out for runaway slaves, cannot be maintained, since this 
police-agency was certainly most to be dreaded in the capital itself and in 
the company of a state-prisoner. (2) If our Epistle and the Epistle to the 
Colossians had been sent from Rome, then would its bearer Tychicus, who 
was accompanied by Onesimus (Col. iv. 8, 9), have arrived at Ephesus first, 
and then at Colossae ; and accordingly we might reasonably expect that 
Paul would have mentioned to the Ephesians along with Tychicus (Eph. vi. 
21, 22) his companion Onesimus (as he does in Col. iv. 8, 9), in order by that 
means to prepare for his beloved Onesimus a good reception among the 
Ephesians. If, on the contrary, Tychicus started with Onesimus from Cae- 
sarea, he arrived by the most direct road, in keeping with the design of the 
journey of Onesimus, first at Colossae, where he left the slave with his mas- 
ter, and thence passed on to Ephesus ; accordingly Paul had, in the circum- 
stance that Onesimus did not go with Tychicus to Ephesus, a natural reason 
for not including a mention of Onesimus in the Epistle to the Ephesians. *® 
It is not enough to explain this non-mention from the general absence of 
individual references in our Epistle (Wieseler), since here the question con- 
cerns a single passage, which 7s really of an individual and personal tenor. 
(3) In Eph. vi. 21, iva 62 eidqre ai tueic, this cai indicates the conception 
that, when Tychicus should come to the Ephesians, he would have already 
fulfilled the aim here expressed in the case of others. And these others are 
the Colossians (Col. iv. 8, 9), with regard to whom, therefore, Paul knew 
that Tychicus would come jirst to them, which again tells in favor not of 
Rome, but of Caesarea, as the starting-point. If the messenger had been 
despatched from Rome, and so had proceeded from Ephesus to Colossae, we 
should then have expected the xai at the corresponding passage in the 
Epistle to the Colossians. Further, (4) Paul, in Philem. 22, asks Philemon 


1 In any case the Epistle to the Philippians 24), Acts xxvii. 2. 


was written later. But these friends might 2 See Wieseler, p. 417. 
just as well have been with the apostle at 3 Comp. Wiggers, /.c. p. 440 ff. 
Rome as at Caesarea, as certainly was the 4 Wiggers appeals to ver. 22, holding, 


case with Aristarchus (Col. iv. 10; Philem. namely, that Paul could not legitimately 
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to prepare a lodging for him, and that, too, for speedy use. This, on the 
one hand, presupposes the fact that his present place of imprisonment was 
much nearer to Colossae than the far distant Rome, especially considering 
the slowness of navigation in those days ; on the other hand,—and this is 
withal the main point,—we must assume, in the light of this request, that 
Paul thought of coming from his place of imprisonment, after the speedy 
release which he hoped for, direct to Phrygia, and in particular to Colossae 
unto Philemon, without making any intermediate journeys, since otherwise 
there would be no motive for the request as to the immediate preparation of 
a lodging for him at the house of Philemon simultaneously with the taking 
back of Onesimus. But now it is plain from Phil. ii. 24 that Paul, when he 
was lying a prisoner at Rome and was there hoping for his liberation, intended 
to journey to Macedonia (not to Spain, to whieh his views had been directed 
earlier, Rom. xv. 24),—which, after what has been said above, is not in 
keeping with the bespeaking of a lodging with Philemon. This bespeaking, 
on the other hand, is quite appropriate, if Paul was at Caesarea. From 
that place, after the speedy release which he hoped for, he intended to 
journey through Phrygia and Asia generally, and next to carry out his 
old plan, which was directed to Rome (Rom. i. 10 ff. ; Acts xix. 21). 
Whether at this time he still entertained his earlier plan of a journey fo 
Spain (Rom. xv. 24 ; at Phil. ii. 24 he had given it up), is a matter of indif- 
ference for our question. But it is certain that Paul at Caesarea, consider- 
ing his gentle treatment and the lax prosecution of his trial under Felix, 
might hope for speedy liberation (Acts xxiv. 23, 26). It has been main- 
tained? that neither the freedom to preach (vi. 19 ; Col. iv. 3 f. is not here 
relevant), nor the conversion of Onesimus (Philem. 10), suit his condition at 
Caesarea, but that they suit only his position at Rome according to Acts 
xxviii. 30 f. ; but this is to assert too much, for the notice at Acts xxiv. 23 
leaves sufficient scope for our recognizing such activity on the part of the 
captive Paul even in Caesarea. Comp. Introd. to Col. § 2. 

If, accordingly, Paul composed the Epistle in Caesarea, the date of its 
composition is either a.D. 60 or A.D. 61. 

Finally, the question whether this Epistle or that to the Colossians was first 
written, is not to be answered on a psychological basis * by considering their 
inner relationship and peculiar character, because in that case there is too 
much scope left for subjectivity,—as, indeed, on such grounds some have 


have written 6v éreuwa mpds vmas els avd essarily have travelled by way of Ephesus 


rovto «.7.A., if Tychicus must, in the very 
nature of the case from his being destined 
for Colossae, have come to Ephesus. But 
wrongly. For even if Tychicus, in virtue 
of the direction of his journey (from Rome 
to Colossae), would necessarily have been 
brought by the way of Ephesus, he might 
nevertheless have merely passed through 
it, if St. Paul had not expressly given him 
orders for the definite object of Eph. vi. 22, 
and entrusted him with commissions to the 
ehurch. The fact that Tychicus must nec- 


would not therefore exclude the truth of 
the émeuya mpds vuas x.7.A. We may add, 
that from Rome the travellers might have 
reached Colossae, without even touching 
at Ephesus,—by way of Miletus possibly,— 
so that Paul, if Rome be presupposed as the 
starting-point, might the more fitly write 
these words. 

1 See on Philem. /.c. 

2See Wieseler, p. 420, Guericke, and 
others. 

3 As, é.g., by Credner, § 157, who holds that 
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found the Epistle to the Ephesians the earlier;’ nor yet by inferring, with 
Hug, from the non-mention of Timothy in the Epistle to the Ephesians, that 
this Epistle was written earlier than the letters to the Colossians and to 
Philemon, because in the latter Timothy shares in the salutation, and must 
thus have have joined Paul later.2 But that the Epistle to the Colossians 
was written before that to the Ephesians, is to be assumed for the following 
reasons : (1) As Colossae was the first and nearest goal which Tychicus, in 
company with the Colossian Onesimus, would reach from Caesarea (see 
above), it could not but be the most natural and obvious course for the apos- 
tle to write the letter to the Colossians sooner than the letter which was to 
be delivered only at a further stage of his friend’s journey ; (2) kal tpeic, 
vi. 21, refers to the passage Col. iv. 7, and presupposes that Paul had al- 
ready written and had in his’ recollection this latter Epistle. If, indeed, 
the Epistle to the Laodiceans were identical with the Epistle to the Ephe- 
sians, then, according to Col. iv. 16, the Epistle to the Colossians would 
necessarily be the later. But see § 1, and on Col. iv. 16. 


SEC. 3.—GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE. 


After previous expressions of doubt on the part of Schleiermacher * and 
Usteri, de Wette has come forward more decidedly than before, assailing 
the genuineness of the Epistle ;* and the critics of Baur’s school ® relegate 
the Epistle to the age of Gnosticism and Montanism, whereas de Wette ° 
still allows it to beiong to the apostolic age, and to a gifted disciple of 
the apostle as its author. So too Ewald;7 he denies that it was written by 
Paul, but yet places it much nearer to the great apostle than the Pastoral 
Epistles ; while Weisse ® lightly characterizes it as an unapostolic paraphrase 


the Epistle to the Ephesians was written 
earlier—(1) Because its aim is the more gen- 
eral, and that of the Epistle to the Colos- 
sians, as the special, is subordinate. (2) 
Because the former, as directed (according 
to Credner’s view) to unknown Pauline 
Christians in Asia, would have required the 
most mature consideration, whereas the 
Epistle to the Colossians would be much 
more easily drawn up, since Paul had 
Epaphras and Onesimus with him—and so it 
could not fail but that a portion of the ideas 
laid down in the former Epistle would be 
transferred also to the latter, in such wise 
that what was there general in tenor would 
assume a special form. (8) Because in our 
Epistle the expression is more abstract, ete. 
—It would not be difficult, with equal 
plausibility, to invert the relation, and to 
represent the more special, the easier, and 
more concrete as psychologically antecedent 
to the more general, more difficult, and 
more abstract shape. 


x 


1 Cornelius & Lapide, BGhmer, Credner, 


Schneckenburger, Matthies, Anger, Guer- 
icke, Reuss, and others that to the Colos- 
sians (Schleiermacher, Harless, Neander, 
Meier, Wiggers, de Wette, Bleek, Weiss). 

2 We might, in fact, with equal right infer 
the converse, viz., that Timothy had, at the 
writing of the Epistle to the Ephesians, 
already left Paul again and had journeyed 
to some other quarter, so that this Epistle 
would be the later—as Schott really judges 
it to be. 

3 Vorl. vib. Hinl. I. N. T. p. 165 f., 194. 

4 Hxreget. Handbuch, zweite Aufl. 1847, and 
Hinl., flinfte Aufl. 1848. 

5 Schwegler, krit. Miscellen zum Hpheserdr., 
in Zeller’s theol. Jahrb. 1844, 2, p. 378 ff.; 
nachapostol. Zeitalt. Tl. p. 330 ff., 375 ff.; 
Baur, Paulus, p. 418 ff., comp. also his 
Christenth. a. drei ersten Jahrh. p. 104 ff. 

® Comp. Schleiermacher. 

7 Sendschr. ad. P. p. xii; Geschichte d. apost. 
Zeit. p. 248 ff. 

8 Dogmat. I. p. 146. 
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of the Epistle to the Colossians, and Hausrath' speaks of it as an Epistle to 
the Laodiceans retouched by another hand. 

De Wette’s reasons, in addition to his finding the destination for Ephesus 
unsuitable, are as follow : that the Epistle, which is devoid of all specially 
distinctive character in its aim and references, is so dependent on the Epis- 
tle to the Colossians, which is almost a mere verbose amplification of it, as 
to be out of keeping, when divested of the reference to the false teachers. 
Such a copying from himself is unworthy of the apostle ; the styze, too, is 
un-Pauline, overladen as it is with parentheses and accessory clauses, in- 
volving a want of connection (ii. 1, 5, iii. 1, 13), copious in words but poor 
in thoughts ; so, too, are the divergences in particular expressions,” as well 
as in the thoughts, doctrinal opinions, and mode of teaching.? But (a) 
while the absence of any concrete and direct peculiarity of character in its 
aim and references is surprising, it is altogether unfavorable to any doubts 
as to its genuineness, partly because the bringing out at all of a writing 
under an apostle’s name and authority makes us presuppose more definite 
tendencies and more readily recognizable conditions as aimed at in it ; partly 
because, in particular, the circumstances of the Ephesian church, and the 
close relationship of the apostle to them, must have been so generally 
known, that a non-apostolic author would either have deliberately taken 
account of and employed them, or else, if the design of his undertaking 
permitted it, would have made another and happier selection of an address 
than this very év ’E¢éow. He who could prepare under the name of the 
apostle an Epistle of so throughly Pauline a tenor, must have been quite 
able to imitate him in the mention and handling of concrete circumstances, 
and would, by such an omission of those matters as is apparent in our Epis- 
tle, neither have satisfied himself nor have answered his design of person- 
ating Paul—so much would he have failed in acting his part. The very 
fact that the Epistle, as an Epistle to the Ephesians, had its genuineness so 
generally recognized by the ancient church, is, when we consider the gen 
eral nature of its contents, which always remains mysterious, a doubly valid 
evidence that this recognition has historically arisen out of immediate and 
objective certainty. Further, (6) as regards the relation of the Epistle to 
that to the Colossians, there appear, as is well known, many resemblances in 


1d. Ap. Paulus, 1865, p. 2, 138. 

2 ‘ey gzois émoupaviots, i. 3, 20, ii. 6, iii. 10, 
vi. 12; ra mvevuwatikd, Vi. 12; StdBodos, iv. 
27, vi. 11 (elsewhere only in1 and 2 Tim.) ; 
Koomoxpdtwp, Vi. 12; owryprov, vi. 16. Words 
differently used: oixovouia, i. 10, ili. 2,93 
pvotiptov, V. 82 (as in Rey. i. 20, xvii. 5, 7) ; 
TAjpwua, i. 23(comp. Col. i. 19, ii. 9) ; evAoyia, 
1.33 aidv, ii, 23 mepumoinors, i. 14; apOapoia, 
Vi. 24; pavOdverv, iv. 20; dwrigerv, ili. 95 
mAnpodabat év, V. 18; Az. cis, iii. 19; the com- 
binations Bactrcia ro Meod Kat Xprorod, v. 
5; 7d OeAyua tod Kvpiov, v.17. Interruption 
and resumption of the construction, iii. 2- 
14; the constructions tore yuvoxovtes, V. 5; 
iva doBAra, v.33; iva with the optative, 


i. 17, iii. 26. Frequent omission of the article 
before defining additions, i. 3, 15, ii. 7, 11, 
15, 21 f., and other passages; diffuseness 
and pleonasm, i. 19, vi. 10, iii. 18; ii. 6 f., 21 
(é€v Xptot@ Iyood), and various other points.” 

3“*Unbecoming appeal of the apostle to 
his insight, iii. 4; putting together of the 
apostles and prophets, ii. 20, iii. 5; arbitrary 
use of the passage in the Psalms at iv. 8; 
quotation of a non-biblical passage, v. 14; 
the conceptions of demonology, ii. 2, vi. 12 ; 
the characteristics of God, i. 17, iii. 9, 15; 
the laying stress on Old Testament promise, 
y. 2f.; the dissuasion from theft, iv. 28 ; the 
un-Pauline salutation. vi, 23 f.” 
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matter and form—some even literal—between the two Epistles.’ This may, 
however, be sufficiently explained, in part subjectively from the fact that 
Paul had just written the Epistle to the Colossians before writtng to the 
Ephesians, so that his mind was still full of and pervaded by the ideas, 
warnings, and exhortations which he had expressed in the former ; in part 
objectively, from the fact that the state of affairs at Ephesus must have 
been well enough known to the apostle to induce him to repeat various 
portions of the writing which he had just composed for another Asiatic 
church, and that to such a degree that he considered it fitting even to re- 
produce various things word for word from the Epistle to the Colossians, 
which lay before him. To declare this a course unworthy of the apostle is 
rash, since we have no other pair of letters from his hand issued so contem- 
poraneously and under the influence of so similar a train of thought. But 
while certainly several elements from the Epistle to the Colossians have 
been amplified as to verbal expression in ours, there are also several that are 
reproduced in a more concise form (e.g., i. 15-17 compared with Col. 1. 3, 4 ; 
Eph. ii. 16 with Col. i. 20 ; Eph. iv. 32 with Col. iii. 12 f., and others) ; 
and those amplifications admit of natural explanation from renewed dwelling 
on the same thoughts, in which Paul did not proceed mechanically, and a 
mind such as his easily had recourse to more words rather than fewer in 
setting forth the subject afresh. At any rate, de Wette’s judgment of it 
as almost nothing but a verbose amplification, is exaggerated, seeing that the 
two Epistles present in their course of thought, tenor, and mode of treat- 
ment very essential differences,* and the conclusion that a pseudo-Paul was 
at work would, at all events, be too hasty, so long as it was not from other 
sufficient grounds clear that Paul could not have been himself the amplifier. 
On the other hand, it is scarcely conceivable of an amplifying imitator, that 
one so intimately acquainted with the apostle’s ideas and diction, should 
have chosen @ single Pauline Epistle for the sole and often literal basis of his 


1 Eph. 


YE, comp. Col. i. 14. Eph. iv. 29, comp. Col. iii. 8, iv. 6. 
BGK ts Sei 20) be Bal, se oe TiS: 
s 115-17, = ZS eS ige So AVases sf ite Dis 
ce i. 18, Se Scenic oys Sy Vaid; ss Celilo: 
ee i. 21, “ eam G: Covad, s§ se ii./8; 
OS Syeda es | elt Sis VADs es Scot 50; 
eS AS See ee 
, . 13. v. 15, SS iviaoe 

i‘ ii 15, 3 ii. 14. Se Vis O Eon cn Me a baliie 
‘i i 16, “: . 1. 20. SSeavaele $$ 5 thea} 
= iil. als A ih 1. 24, SS VeeD: w comin Os 
ie ili. 2, i . i. 25. se vi. as cs Soe lii 20; 
sf iii. 3, ‘ i, 26. 6 vis, ze * fii. 21. 

the, Set 23025, COT a Wilatp vine ss Se til.22 ff. 
scapes Ouse ss ee aa EE Se evis9s ss Salve 
eeiVe ds so Se iN10: abating, 9 SSeivn ott. 
Scemelvstes * hb Oy i VE Oli bes st Salven tt. 
% ives: < SS Ti ol4:f: See the table in de Wette, p. 286 ff. Comp. 

ive15 f. Ae Be hea Bemmelen, Diss. de epp. ad Eph. et Col. inter 
Se iV-19: ss Se bbls 1G by se collat., Lugd. Bat. 1803. 
Taro co mdi Stes 2See Harless, p. lxix. ff.; Liinemann, de 


Jahre, ait es Sits Ep. ad Eph. authentid, etc., p. 10 ff. 
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work ; for thereby he would merely have imposed an unnecessary restriction 
on himself, and have increased the probability of his fiction, made up 
though it might be in the best sense, being recognized as such. A man, 
who could think and write in so Pauline a manner as that wherein the por- 
tions not parallel to the Colossian Epistle are thought and written, might 
with ease have given to his pretended apostolic treatise a shape quite dif- 
ferent and not so palpably exhibiting any single source. (¢) With respect 
to the objections taken to the style of the Epistle as too diffuse, loaded with 
parentheses and accessory clauses, carrying with it a want of connection 
(ii. 1, 5, iii. 1, 13), verbose, and poor in new ideas, it is to be observed, 
first, and generally, that this verdict is an unfavorable judgment resting on 
taste and subjective in character ; and, secondly, that in its individual con- 
crete references it relates to a certain peculiarity of the Epistle, which yet 
is not un-Pauline, seeing that, in fact, the unity of mould and flow, the 
pectus atque indoles Paulinae mentis, ‘‘ the heart and character of the Pauline 
~ mind,”? which pervades it from beginning to end,® leads us more fairly and 
justly to set down the greater diffuseness, and what is called overloading, 
to the account of the apostle himself, deeply moved as he was by his subject. 
There is greater diffuseness certainly, but how natural is this, when we con- 
sider the general character of the grand subject-matter and of its evolution, 
and the absence of casual contents! There are a number of parentheses 
and accessory clauses certainly, but not after an un-Pauline fashion, and 
natural enough to a writer so full of the ideas concerned and the collateral 
thoughts suggested by them. Nowhere is there in reality want of connec- 
tion, as it is the province of the exposition to show. <A poverty of new 
ideas is merely apparent in proportion to the standard of the expectation 
cherished @ priori ; the letter abounds in many-sided modifications and ex- 
paaded statements of thoughts which were vividly present to the writer’s 
mind, in part from the Epistle to the Colossians, but a rich accession of new 
ideas was neither withal intended nor called forth by dialectic controversy 
(as to the copiousness of diction, see above). As respects (d) the particular 
divergences of style, Graz Aeyéueva are found in every Epistle of Paul, as 
well as other peculiar modes of expression, as may readily be conceived in 
the case of a letter-writer having so delicate and comprehensive a mastery 
of the Greek language ; but no one of the proofs brought forward by de 
Wette (which are in part inappropriately selected, and, on the other hand, 
might have had their number increased), is at variance with the idiosyncrasy 
of the apostle. And, further, (¢) drat voobueva are not appropriate grounds 
for doubting the genuineness of a writing in dealing with one whose mind 
was so inexhaustibly rich, and whose conception moved with such admirable 
Sreedom and many-sidedness in the Christian sphere, as was the case with 
St. Paul. Everything which is adduced as surprising in conception and 
doctrine may be psychologically and historically explained as standing in 


1 Erasmus, ac pectus,” ‘In this epistle of Paul there 
2 “*Tdem in hac epistola Pauli fervor, is the same fervor, the same depth, and 
eadem profunditas, idem omnino spiritus altogether the same spirit and heart.” 
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full accord with the pure Pauline Gospel (see the exposition), and the ob- 
jections which are taken to the mode of teaching find analogies in other 
Pauline Epistles, and rest upon aesthetic presuppositions, which in a his 
torico-critical examination of the New Testament writings supply us with 
but very uncertain criteria, seeing that in such a case modern taste is much 
too easily called in as an extraneous ground influencing the judgment. 
The more candidly de Wette speaks out as to the Epistle not having been 
composed in the apostolic age, and makes a gifted disciple of Paul to be its 
author, the more insoluble he makes the riddle, that such an one should 
have left his treatise without trace of individual historical relations of the 
apostle to the Ephesians, which it would have been so easy for him to inter- 
weave. Lastly, the reasons urged by the school of Baur, according to 
which this Epistle and the companion Epistle to the Colossians, forming a 
spurious pair, are held to be a product of Gnosis in opposition to Ebionit- 
ism,’ are disposed of, when the exposition, dealing in a strictly objective 
manner, demonstrates in the very places which have been called in question 
simply Pauline contents. See, in opposition to Baur’s contrast, specially 
Klépper,? and with regard to the Christology of our letter and that to the 
Colossians, Ribiger.* The more decisive in that case becomes the weight, 
which the external attestation by uninterrupted church-tradition throws 
into the scale. This attestation has been even dated back to the Apostolic 
Fathers ; but in Ignatius, Hph. 12, the Epistle is not at all directly men- 
tioned,* and in Polycarp, Phil. 12, where it is said: ‘‘ut im his scripturis 
dictum est : Irascimini et nolite peccare, et : Sol non occidat super iracundiam 
vestram,” ‘that in these writings, it is said: ‘Be ye angry and sin not,’ 
and ‘Let not the sun go down upon your wrath,’” there is no quotation of 
' Eph. iv. 26, but rather, as in his seripturis, ‘‘in these writings” (comp. imme- 
diately before : in sacris literis, ‘‘in the Holy Scriptures”) and the intervening 
et, ‘‘and,” prove, the citation of two Old Testament sayings, namely, Ps. iv. 5 
and Deut. xxiv. 13, 15, though the connecting of these two passages may be 
based on a reminiscence of our Epistle.’ Apart from the citations in the 
interpolated Ignatian letters, the undoubted and express ecclesiastical attes- 
tation begins with Irenaeus, Haer. v. 2, 3, and v. 14. 8, and is not inter- 
rupted by any contradiction.® Even the Valentinians already in Irenaeus, 


1 Comp. on Col. Introd. § 3. 

2 De orig. epp. ad Eph. et Col., Gryph. 
1853. 

8 De Christologia Paulina, p. 42 ff.; Lange, 
apost. Zeitalt. 1. 1, p. 11% ff. Lange, how- 
ever, wrongly defines the Christological 
distinction of the two Epistles, p. 117, to the 
effect, that in the Ephesian letter Christ is 
the Omega, in the Colossian the Alpha, of 
all things. In both letters He is the A and 
the ©, but in the Colossian letter the Chris- 
tological theme stands in the foreground, 
and is treated more sedulously and more 
comprehensively. 

* See above, § 1. 

5’ The general question, whether at this 


date Apostolic Fathers adduce New Testa- 
ment sayings with as yéypantar, ypady, and 
the like, does not therefore pertain to us 
here. Specially important in this relation 
is the citation in Barnabas 4, in regard to 
which Credner, Beitr. I. p. 28, has been mis- 
taken in answering that question in the 
negative, as the Codex Sinaiticus showed. 
The citation from Barnabas is certainly not 
to be referred to a written source generally 
(Weizsiicker), nor even to 4 Esdr. viii. 3, 
which passage is heldto be confounded 
with Matth. xix. 30 (Volkmar), 

6 Marcion held it as Pauline, but as ad- 
dressed to the Laodiceans. 
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i. 8. 5, cite Eph. v. 13 expressly as a saying of Paul, and in the Philosoph. 
of Origen, vi. 34, as ypadA. 


Remark. — The apparent resemblances to the first Epistle of Peter of ex- 
pressions and thoughts in the Epistle to the Ephesians ! are too little character- 
J istic adequately to justify us in presupposing a dependence of our Epistle on 
that of Peter.2 We should rather assume the converse, when we remember 
how strictly Paul preserved and acutely vindicated his apostolic independence; 
but it is quite sufficient to take our stand on the creative power of the church- 
language formed by Paul, from which Peter was neither able nor willing to 
hold himself aloof, while it remains an open question whether he had read 
Epistles of Paul. 2 Pet. (iii. 15 f.) is not genuine. 


SEC. 4.—OCCASION, OBJECT, AND CONTENTS. 


s We are unable to perceive from the letter itself any special occasion given 
3 for it on the purt of the Ephesians ; hence it seems to have been called forth 
by mere accident through the mission of Tychicus and Onesimus to Colos- 
sae—an opportunity, which Paul made use of to send Tychicus also to Ephe- 
sus, in order not only to supply the Christians there with (oral) news of 
him, and to obtain news of them, but also to address to them a written dis- 
course, partly on the glory of redemption and of their state as Christians, 
partly on the conduct in keeping with it, in order to strengthen and further 
them in steadfastness and unity of faith and Christian morality ; yet not 
so, that the proper aim of the Epistle * is to be discerned in the irenic sec- 
tion iv. 1-16. There are no traces of Ephesian false teachers, similar to 
those at Colossae,* in the Epistle (for iv. 14 f. may be explained from the 
general experience of the apostle, and v. 6 relates to moral seductions) ; 
neither is a precautionary regard to such theosophy and asceticism ° at any 
rate capable of proof, since in the Epistle itself it is not at all hinted at. 
Bengel well says : ‘‘Singulare haec epistola specimen praebet tractationis 
evangelicae in thest . . . inde nullum speciatim errorem aut vitium refutat 
aut redarguit, sed generatim incedit,” ‘‘ This epistle furnishes a unique speci- 
men of evangelical treatment thetically . . . hence he refutes or reproves 
no error or vice specially, but proceeds generally.” Paul may, however, 
have had in the background the thought of the possible approach of that 
Gnostic danger, though he did not consider it necessary or suitable at this 
time to furnish an express reference or warning to that effect. 

As regards contents, the Epistle divides itself into a predominantly dogmat- 
ic and a predominantly hortatory portion. The dogmatic portion is a lofty ° 


1See Weiss, Petrin. Lehrbegr. p. 426 ff., 
who has, however, adduced under this 
head far too much. 

2 Weiss, who considers both genuine; 
Schwegler, who regards both as spurious. 

3 de Wette. 

4 This in opposition to Michaelis, Haen- 
lein, Flatt, Schott, Neudecker, and others. 


5 See Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 185 ff.; 
Olshausen ; comp. also Meier and Weiss. 

SiymrAdv aohddpa yéuer TOY vonmaTwy Kat 
Umepoyxwyv: & yap pndapod oxedov epbéyéarto, 
Tava évTavda Sndot, ‘He is exceedingly full 
of thoughts and lofty things; what he 
almost nowhere utters, that he here ex- 
plains,’”’ Chrysostom. 
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effusion over the glory and blessedness of the redemption effected through 
Christ, to which also the readers, formerly Gentiles, had attained, and there- 
after over the relation of the apostle to this saving dispensation, and to the 
share of the readers therein (chap. i. iii.). The hortatory portion summons 
them to a conduct worthy of their calling, and, first of all, to Christian 
unity (iv. 1-16) ; and then to a moral walk opposed to their previous Gen- 
tile life—which is illustrated in detail as concerns very diversified conditions 
and relations (iv. 17—vi. 20). By way of conclusion, Paul refers, as regards 
his personal relations, to Tychicus, of whose mission he specifies the olject 
(vi. 21 f.), and ends with a double benediction (vi. 23 f.).—Luther (in his 
editions of the N. T. down to 1537) reckons the Epistle among ‘‘ the gen- 
uine and noblest books of the New Testament, which show to thee Christ, 
and teach everything which it is necessary and good for thee to know, even 
though thou shouldest never see or hear any other book or doctrine.” 


Notre py AMERICAN EDITOR. 


I. év ’Edéow. (See p. 299.) 


Meyer is supported also by Alford (who answers at length, vol. iii. pp. 13-18, 
the contrary arguments of Conybeare and Howson), Eadie, Ellicott, Words- 
worth, Braune, Riddle, Scrivener (Introd. to Criticism of N. T., Second Ed., 
p- 101). On the other hand, see Schaff (Church History, I., p. 779), and Westcott 
and Hort, in Appendix to N. T., pp. 123 sqq. The latter would retain the reading 
in different type, as “a legitimate but unavoidably partial supplement to the 
true text, filling up a chasm which might be perplexing to a reader in later 
times.” 
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Iaviov éxicroan zpos Egeatovs. 


ABDEFGEK X, min. have the shorter and older superscription: mpo¢ 
"Ed¢eotovc. I, min.: tov dyiov dtooréAov MavAov émotoAy mpoc ’Edec. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. év ’Egéow] See Introd. §1. Tisch. has put it in brackets. — Ver. 3. év 
before Xpvoré is wanting only in some min.,—an omission, which, although 
followed in the editions of Erasmus, Steph. 3, and Beza, and approved of by 
Mill, is not at all deserving of notice as a various reading. — Ver. 6. évy 7] AB 
S* min. Chrys. (alic.) have 7¢. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. 
[Tisch, Treg.] and Riick., and rightly so. The attraction was resolved partly 
by the simple 7 (so Theophy]. Ambrosiast.), partly, in keeping with the preva- 
lence of év in the context, by év 7, which latter is defended by Reiche on insuffi- 
cient grounds. — Ver. 10. ta év roic otpavoic] The ré read in Elz. after ra is, on 
decisive evidence, deleted by the later editors (except Harless), But in place of 
év, BD EL g* min. Theodoret, Dam. Oecum. Tert. have éi, which Lachm. 
[Tisch. Treg. Hofm.] and Riick. have rightly received. The usual form of con- 
ception, év toi¢ ovpavoic (comp. iii. 15), superseded the apparently unsuitable 
évi, At Col. i. 20, many min. Chrys. and Theodoret have likewise é7i roi¢ ovp- 
avoic, where ézi, indeed, is too weakly attested, but has most probably come 
from our passage. — Ver. 11. éxAnpdOyuev] A D E F G, It. have éxAjOnuev. 
Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Riick. But Matth. Harless, 
Tisch. Reiche [Treg. Hofm. Ewald, Holtzm.] have rightly defended the still more 
considerably attested Recepta as the more difficult reading, glossed by éxAnOnuev. 
The gloss is to be derived from Rom. viii. 13 : od¢ dé rpodpice, TobToug Kat éxdXeoe. 
—vVer. 12. ri¢ before ddénc is, following Griesb., deleted by the more recent 
editors (except Harless) on preponderating evidence. An addition easily sug- 
gested ; comp. ver. 14.—Ver. 14. 6¢] A B F G L, min. Athan. Cyr. Euthal. 
Chrys. (in the text) have 6. So Lachm. and Riick. But 6 was, on account of 
the preceding rvevua, the more easily introduced and retained, since by that 
means the old opinion, that 6¢ applies to Christ, was met. — Ver. 15. t7v dyannv 
tv] Lachm. has only r7v, following A B x* 17, Cyr. (alic.) Jer. Aug. (alic.). A 
copyist’s error, and how easily caused by the repetition of the r7jv! If the 
addition had been made from Col. i. 4, 7» éyere would have been inserted in- 
stead of the second r#v. — Ver. 16. The second juov is wanting in ABD 8, 
min. Cant. Goth. Hil. ; F and G have it after rovovpevoc. Deleted by Lachm. 
and Riick. A defining addition, which was first written in the margin, and 
then inserted, sometimes before, sometimes after tovovpevoc. — Ver. 18. xapdiac] 
Elz. has diavoiac, against decisive testimony. An interpretation. — xai] is want- 
ing in AB D* FG &* 59, It. Goth. Ambrosiast. Victorin., and is deleted by 
Lachm. [Tisch. Treg.] and Riick., but came to be more readily left out than 
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added, because the concluding «ai only comes in afterwards. — Ver. 20. évjp- 
ynoev] Lachm. reads évypynxev, after A B, Cyr. Procop.; and rightly so. The 
aorist, in itself more in current use, was suggested by the aorists following. And 
the attestation is strong enough, since the vss. and Latin Fathers cannot be 
taken into account.—éxd6icev] Lachm. [Tisch. Treg, ] and Riick. read kaficac, 
following A B &, min. Slav. Vulg. Cyr. utr. Euseb. Procop. Tert. Jer. Ambr. 
Pel. An attempt to help out the construction. — oipavoic, instead of éexovpaviore, 
though adopted by Lachm., is too feebly attested by B, Victorin. Hilar. — Ver. 
23. 74] is wanting in Elz., but has been, upon decisive evidence, restored by 
Bengel, Griesb. and the later editors ; comp. ver. 22. ; 


ConTENTs.—After the usual address and apostolic salutation (vv. 1, 2), 
St. Paul begins with an ascription of praise to God for the salvation in Christ 
(ver. 8), which he sets forth (a) as already lovingly predestined by God in eter- 
nity to the praise of His grace (vv. 4, 5) ; (6) as brought about by the death 
of Christ (vv. 6, 7) ; then (c) as made known according to the purpose of the 
divine kindness, to unite all in Christ (vv. 8-10) ; and lastly, (d) as really 
appropriated according to the predestination of God (ver. 11) ; this latter 
in respect as well to those who had been Jews (ver. 12) as to those who had 
been Gentiles (vv. 18, 14), both of whom were destined to the praise of 
the divine glory.— Wherefore, since the Gentiles also had attained to such 
happiness, he too, after having heard of their faith and love, ceases not to 
give thanks for his readers, when making mention of them in his prayers, 
in order that God might enlighten them by His Spirit concerning the hope 
to which their calling exalted them, the glory of the future salvation, and 
the greatness of the divine power in the believers (vv. 15-19), which power 
they were to recognize by what God had wrought in the case of Christ, 
whom He had raised from the dead and exalted above all, and had given 
Him as Lord over all to be Head to the church, which is His body—that which 
is filled by Him, who filleth all with all (vv. 20-28). 

Vv. 1, 2. Aca GeAfu. Geov] See on 1 Cor. i. 1. —roi¢ dyiowe] See on Rom. i. 
7. — kat moroic év X.’I.] furnishes, with roic dyiou, the completeness of the 
conception, hence it is not an epexegesis,’ but an appended element, and xaé 
is the closely copulative and. Comp. Col. i. 2. It is not, however, the 
conception of fidelity and perseverance which is appended,’ but the notion of 
Jaith in Christ, since in the address, where the persons are to be designated 
very distinctly, rote dyiove alone would not yet characterize the readers ex- 
pressly as Christians. Comp. Phil. i. 1. —év Xpvor@ ’Ijoov] does not belong 
to dyiouw and moroic, so that it would denote the sphere, within which the 
Christians are saints and believing,® for otherwise (comp. on Col. 1. 2) kat 
motoig Would be quite superfluous and a tame and heavy addition, inasmuch 
as the notion of dyi¢ év Xpuord presupposes the notion of moto év XpioTd 5 
but merely to mcroic : fidem in Christo reponentibus, %.e., ‘‘to those reposing 
faith in Christ.” Comp. i. 15, and see on Mark i. 15 ; Gal. iii. 26. — Ver. 2. 
See on Rom. i. 7. 


1 Beza, Vorstius, Calovius, and others. ready Calovius. 
2Grotius, Locke, Baumgarten, Rosen- 3 Harless ; comp. Boyd, Storr, Opusc. II. 
miiller, Meier; see, on the other hand, al- _p. 121, Meier, Schenkel. 
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Ver. 3. Evdoynréc] praised (3113), sc. ety, Comp. Rom. ix. 5 ; 2 Cor. i. 3; 
Luke i. 68; 1 Pet. i. 3; 1 Kings xv. 39. It is prefived here, since, as in 
most doxologies (see on Rom. ix. 5), in keeping with the emotion of the 
heart which breaks forth in songs of praise, the emphasis lies on it. Where 
the stress in conformity with the context rests upon the person, this is pre- 
fixed, as at 1 Kings x. 9 ; 2 Chron. ix. 8; Jobi. 21; Ps. lxviii. 19, cxii. 1, 
2; Rom. ix. 5. The second Epistle to the Corinthians begins also with an 
ascription of praise to God, and the general character of that now before us 
cannot, in view of the general contents of the Epistle (comp. 1 Pet. i. 3 ff.), 
appear un-Pauline (in opposition to de Wette), especially as the thanksgiv- 
ing which has reference to the readers comes in afterwards in ver. 15 f. —6 
Oed¢ kal raryp Tod Kupiov x.t.A] God, who at the same time is the Father of Jesus 
Christ. See on Rom. xy. 6; 1 Cor. xv. 24; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Theodore of 
Mopsuestia in Cramer’s Catena. Jerome, Theodoret, Theophylact, and 
others, including Michaelis, Koppe, Riickert, Olshausen, Schenkel, Bleek 
[Ewald, Hofmann, Braune], have incorrectly attached roi xvpiov yudv also to 
6 Oedc. It is true, indeed, that there is no objection to the idea ‘‘ the God 
of Christ” in itself, and ré before cai would not be at all necessary, as 
Harless thinks (see iv. 6 ; 1 Pet. ii. 25, al.) ; but against it stands the fact 
that 6 O2d¢ xal xar#p, even without a genitive, was a stated Christian 
designation of God (comp. on Rom. xv. 6), in which case rarfp only, and 
not Oeéc, requires a complementary genitive (v. 20; 1 Cor. xv. 24 ; Jas. i. 
27, tii. 9). Moreover, the expression the God of Christ stands so isolated in 
the N. T. (see on ver. 17), that we may not attribute to it any such cur- 
rency, as it must have had, if it were contained in the formula 6 Oed¢ kai 
matyp Tov Kupiov x.t.A. [See Note II., p. 350.] — 6 evAoyfoac juac] Aorist: by 
the work of redemption. Observe the ingenious correlation of the passive 
evioyytéc and the active ebsoyyoac, as well as the dilogia, by which the for- 
mer denotes the blessing in word, and the latter the blessing in deed (comp. 
Rom. xv. 29 ; 2 Cor. ix. 5f.; Gal. ili. 8,9, 14 ; Acts iii. 26). jude applies 
to the Christians generally, not to Paul,! against which view the unsuitable- 
ness of such a thanksgiving of the apostle for himself at the head of the 
Epistle, as well as the actual plurality of persons in the whole context (vv. 
4, 11, 12), and «ayé, ver. 15, are decisive. —év réoy eddAoyia mvevarixh] in- 
strumental : by His imparting to us every spiritual blessing ;* none has He 
withheld from us. This, however, is not to be explained as blessing, which 
concerns our spirit,* but : proceeding from the Holy Spirit, because the dis- 
tinctively Christian benefits are meant, and these are yapiowata. Comp. 
Rom. i. 11, xv. 29; 1 Cor. xii. 1 ff. This blessing is wrought by God from 
heaven through the communication of ‘the Spirit (ver. 135; Gal. iii. 5; 
1 Cor. xii. 6, and elsewhere), hence God is praised for it. We may add that a 
contrast to the earthly benefits promised to the Jews in the Old Testament,‘ or 
to the typical blessings of the Jews and the empty possessions of the Gentiles, ° 


1 Koppe. ler ; Koppe and Riickert are undecided. 
2Comp. Vest. XII. Patr. p. 722: evdAoy. év 4Grotius and others, including recently 
ayabots, Holzhausen. 


* Erasmus, Michaelis, Morus, Rosenmil- 5 Schottgen. 
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is foreign to the context. Paul denotes the matter in a purely positive 
form as it is, according to its characteristic nature; hence there is not in 
mdon any contrast to merely sporadic blessings in the O. T. The evdoyia con- 
sists in the most varied expressions, as in grace, truth, peace, joy, love, 
hope, consolation, patience, and all Christian virtues as the fruit of the 
Spirit (Gal. v. 22; Rom. v. 1 ff.). Compare ray ayabov 76 év jyiv, Philem. 
6. — év toi¢ érovpaviowc| local : in the heavenly regions, in heaven. Comp. ver. 
20, ii. 6, iii. 10, vi. 12. Against the instrumental rendering, according to 
which it is understood, as a more precise definition of the spiritual blessing, 
of the heavenly possessions,’ we may urge, not the article,W—which would 
very appropriately denote the category, —but the fact, that Paul has not 
added dyatoic or yapicuacr, just because in our Epistle év roic érovpaviose is 
constantly a designation of place.* The local év roic érovpavioe is referred, 
either to God, so that heaven appears as the seat where the divine blessing 
is being prepared+—but how idle and self-evident that would be ! or to jyeic, 
so that heaven, as the seat of our roAirevua (Phil. iii. 20), would be the scene 
of the divine blessing. So Pelagius, Beza (who leaves a choice between the 
two views), Grotius (who says that the blessings place us et spe et gure in 
coelo, ‘‘ both by hope and right in heaven”), Baumgarten, Koppe, Riickert, 
and others. The aorist would not be at variance with this view, since the 
matter might be set forth proleptically in accordance with an ideal mode of 
looking at it (comp. li. 6). But the whole explanation is far-fetched and 
opposed to the context ; for rvevwarixy shows that Paul has not thought of 
our having received this blessing in the heavenly vodirevua, seeing that the 
Holy Spirit is received on earth as the present earnest of the heavenly herit- 
age (vv. 18, 14). Accordingly, the third reference remains the only correct 
one, under which év roic érovpavioic is attached as a local definition to evAoyia 
mvevpatich : with every spiritual benefit in heaven, so that, because the Holy 
Spirit is in heaven, as is God Himself 6 ry katoikiav érovpdviov Eywv (2 Macc. 
ili. 389), the blessings also of the Spirit are regarded as to be found in heaven 
and brought down thence to us. See Heb. vi. 4. [See Note III., p. 350 seq. | 
—év Xp.or] for in Christ lay the ground of that ebAoyety accomplished in our 
case ; not out of Christ, but in Him lay the cause that God blessed us with 
every spiritual blessing, since His act of redemption is the causa meritoria, 
‘‘meritorious cause,” of this divine bestowal of blessing. Comp. ver. 4. 


1 These would not be possessions, which where else in the N. T., is surprising. In 


have reference to the heavenly life, but 
possessions which are to be found in heaven 
and are imparted to us. For émovpdvios al- 
ways means “to be found in heaven.” See 
Wetstein, I. p. 447; Bleek on Heb. iii. 1, 
p. 375. Comp. ta émi tots ovpavois, ver. 10. 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Lu- 
ther, Castalio, Piscator, Vorstius, Homberg, 
Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, Flatt, Bleek, 
and others. 

2 In opposition to Riickert, Harless, Ols- 
hausen. 

3 The expression év tots érovpaviois, which 
occurs five times in this Epistle and no- 


the case of any writer, no doubt, a phrase 
not incurrent use with him at other times 
may be accidentally and temporarily sug- 
gested to him, the use of which he involun- 
tarily appropriates and soon again as invol- 
untarily abandons ; yet it remains a sur- 
prising fact that the expression €v rots érov- 
paviots is not also used in the Epistle to the 
Colossians written at the same time, where 
there was no lack of opportunity (i. 5, 16, 
20) for the use of the expression, although 
the two Epistles exhibit so much verbal af- 
finity. 
4 Beza, Boyd, Weiss. 
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Ver. 4. Further amplification of 6 ebAoyfoac x.7.2. on to ver. 14. See the 
contents. — kaec] even as, denotes that that evAoyeiv has taken place in con- 
Sormity with the fact that, etc., and is consequently argumentative ; see on 
1 Cor. i. 6; John xiii. 34. — é&eAéZaro jude] He has chosen us (from the col- 
lective mass of men) for Himself (sibi). Comp. 1 Cor. i. 27; Rom. ix. 11, 
xi. 5, 7, 28; John xv. 19; 1 Pet. ii. 9 f. Entirely without reason Hof- 
mann, Schriftbeweis, I. p. 223, denies that éxAéyeoOar here has reference to 
others not chosen, and asserts that it applies only to that which we, in the ab- 
sence of election, should not have become. This is according to the very 
notion of the word quite impossible. "ExAéyeo@a: always has, and must of logical 
necessity have, a reference to others, to whom the chosen would, without 
the éAoy#, Still belong. Even in Acts vi. 5, xiii. 17; 1 Tim. v. 21; Ex. 
xvill. 25; Deut. iv. 37, it sets forth the distinctive separation from the 
remaining mass, just as also Christ, as one who is chosen out from all that 
is man, is called the éxAexrd¢ of God (Luke ix. 35, xxiii. 35). — év air@] for 
in nothing else and in no one else than in Christ, whose future work of re- 
demption God has foreknown and decreed from eternity (Acts xv. 18 ; Rom. 
xvi. 25 ; 2 Tim. i. 9; 1 Pet. i. 20, al.), lay the ground, that the electing 
grace (Rom. xi. 5) chose us (comp. ili. 11) ; hence God had, as respected 
the subjects to be affected by the election, to deal, not in any arbitrary 
manner, but according to His rpdyvwouc, ‘‘ foreknowledge,” of the same (prae- 
cognovit credituros, t.e., he foreknew who would believe). See on Rom. 
viii. 29. Christ is not, however, here conceived of as Himself chosen 
God, and we as included in Him (év air), as Hofmann, p. 229, thinks ; 
but, as the more precise explanation in ver. 5 shows, the divine act of our 
election has in Christ its determining ground, so that to us by this act there 
is assigned and allotted no other than the salvation to be gained through 
Christ (who in the fulness of the times was out of His pre-existence to be 
sent as Incarnate and was to accomplish the work of salvation). Apart from 
this connection of the divine election with Christ we should not be chosen ; 
but in Christ lay for God the causa meritoria, ‘‘ meritorious cause,” of our 
election. The reference of év avré to God ? is to be rejected on account of 
the utter superfluousness of this definition, and on account of the preceding 
év Xpiord. — pd xataBorye xécouov] thus before all time, already in eternity. 
Comp. Col. i. 15 ff. ; 2 Thess. ii. 13 ; Matt. xxv. 34; also 1 Cor. il. 7 ; 
2 Tim. i. 9. The expression is nowhere else found in Paul ; but see Matt. 
xiii. 85 ; Luke xi. 50 ; John xvii. 24; Heb. iv. 3; 1 Pet. i. 20; Rev. xiii. 
8. [See NoteIV., p. 351. ]— elvar jude dylove x.r.A.] Infinitive of the design: in 
order that we should be, etc.* The predicates dyvo¢ and &uwpoe (blameless, Herod. 


1 Beyschlag (Christol. d. N. T. p. 141) finds _ position to this view we may simply urge 


in év airo the thought, “that the divinely 
conceived prototypes of perfected believers 
are from eternity posited by God in the One 
Prototype of humanity acceptable unto 
Him, as the countless multiplications of 
the same, to be thereupon brought through 
the historically realized One Prototype to 
their realization and perfection.” In op- 


the context, according to which év avré de- 
notes Christ as the personal ground of the 
éxAoyy made before all time, in so far as He, 
as Reconciler, is the bearer of the divine grace, 
vv. 6, 7. 

2 Al. Morus, Holzhausen: with Himself, 
in His heart. 

3 See Winer, p. 298 f. 
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ii. 177 ; Theoc. xviii. 25) exhaust the conception positively and negatively.’ 
It is not, however, to be explained of the holiness conditioned by morality 
and virtue,? in which case reservations on account of human imperfection are 
often arbitrarily inserted, nor is it referred, as by Riickert, to the ideal point 
of view of the apostle ; but rather of the holiness and blamelessness brought 
about through the atoning death of Christ by means of the drxasoctvy Ceo 
thereby attained (Rom. iii. 21 ff., v. 1 ff., viii. 1, 33 ff. ; 1 Cor. vi. 11; 
Heb. x. 10, 14, 29), in favor of which the very eiva: (not yivecar) and the 
whole context are decisive (vv. 5, 6, 7). We may add that, if the emphasis 
with which our Epistle brings into prominence the holiness of the Church 
(comp. v. 27) is to be held as betraying the standpoint of the second cen- 
tury,*® for which especial reference is made to iii. 10, 31, with equal reason 
the like suspicion may be thrown even on the most fully acknowledged 
Epistles (such as the Epistles to the Corinthians). [See Note V., p. 351 seq. | 
—xkarevdriov avtov| before God’s eyes, judice Deo (Col. ii. 14 ; Rom. iii. 20, iv. 
5). It is God’s judgment, which has made the reconciled holy and blameless, 
and that by imputation of faith unto righteousness ; thereupon He gives to 
them every evAoyia rvevuarixh, ver. 8. The reference of airéc successively 
recurring to different subjects cannot surprise us ;* and so it is not to be writ- 
ten atrov (as Harless still does), but airov, from the standpoint of the author.* 
— éy ayary] is attached by many to ver. 4, so that it is connected either 
with é&eAéZaro,® but in how isolated and awkward a way! or with eivac juac 
dylove k.t.4.," 80 that év dyary would be the ground, or rather the element 
(evangelii 7 av, ‘‘all of the gospel,” says Grotius, ‘‘ lies in love”), of the 
holiness and blamelessness. But this is not compatible with the correct ex- 
planation of dyiove cat audpovc, as a state brought about by the idaorhpiov of 
Christ, according to which, not év ayarn, but év riorex, would have been a 
definition of the element of holiness in keeping with the context. Hence 
the connection with poopicac, ver. 5, remains as the only correct one.* The 
only one of the objections made to this view which is plausible is that of 
Matthies and Meier, that the following xara rv evdoxiay tov OeAnudtog avTov 
would render the preceding év dyaéryin this connection superfluous. But see 
on ver. 5. 

Ver. 5. Love was the disposition of God, in which He through this our 
election predestined us to viofecia. Hence this divine motive is prefixed 
with emphasis, quite in keeping with the character of ascription of praise 


1Comp. Plut. Pericl. p. 178 D: Bus. . . Baumgarten, Flatt, and others. 


KaOapods kai aviavros, and see on Col. i. 22; 
Eph. v. 27. 

2 Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin, Pisca- 
tor, Grotius, Calixtus, and many others, in- 
cluding Flatt, Riickert, Matthies, Meier, 
Schenkel. 

3 See Schwegler, in Zeller’s Jahrb. 1844, 
p. 382. 

4 Winer, p. 135. 

5 Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 276; Kiihner, 
ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 49. 

* Oecumenius, Thomas, Flacius, Olearius, 


7 Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Lu- 
ther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Gro- 
tius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others, including 
Riickert,—but with hesitation,—Matthies, 
Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius. 

§ So the Peshito, Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Augustine, Estius (but with 
hesitation), Bengel, Michaelis, Zachariae, 
Koppe, and others, including Lachmann, 
Harless, Olshausen, de Wette, Tischendorf, 
Schenkel, Bleek. 
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marking the discourse. Consequently : in that He in love predestined us. 
Homberg has indeed conceived the relation of the time of rpoopicac to 
é€edétato as : “‘ postguam nos praedestinavit adoptandos, elegit etiam nos, ut 
simus sancti,” ‘‘ after he predestinated us for adoption, he elected us to be 
holy;” but the usual view correctly conceives poopicac as coincident in 
point of time, and accomplished simultaneously with éfeAéFaro, so that it is 
regarded as the modus, ‘‘ mode,” of the latter (see on yrwpicac, ver. 9). For 
the predestination (the rpoopi{evv) is never elsewhere distinguished from the 
election as something preceding it ; it rather substantially coincides with it 
(hence at Rom, viii. 29 only the expression rpodpice is used, while in viii. 33 
only éxdexroi are mentioned), and only the rpdyvwoic, ‘‘ foreknowledge,” is 
prior, Rom. l.c.*_ It is, we may add, purely arbitrary to distinguish ée%éZaro 
and xpoopicac, so that the former should apply to individuals, the latter to the 
whole.” Both verbs have in fact the same objects (ijudac, which denotes the 
persons) ; see on Rom. viii. 29. [See Note VI., p. 352.]— The zpo in 
mpoopicac, ‘‘ beforehand,” points to the future realization. Certainly the predes- 
tination has taken place before the creation of the world (ver. 4) ; but this is 
not expressed by zpo, which rather looks always towards the future setting 
in of the thing predestined. See Rom. viii. 29 ; 1 Cor. ii. 7; Eph. i. 11; 
Acts iv. 28; Heliod. p. 298, 14, p. 266, 15 ; Sopater in Walz, Rhet. V. 
p. 152, 20. — ele viobeciay dia ’Inoot Xpiotod eic aitév] are to be taken closely 
together : unto adoption through Jesus Christ in reference to Him,—that is, 
He has destined us to stand in the relation of those assumed as children through 
mediation of Jesus Christ to Him (to God). Comp. Rom. viii. 29, That 
viobecia is nowhere merely childship,* but adoption,* see on Rom. vii. 15 ; 
Gal. iv. 5. viofecia is never predicated of Christ Himself ; for He is the 
born Son of God (Rom. viii. 3; Gal. iv. 4), who procured for His own the 
assumption into the place of children (whereby they became de jure His 
brethren, Rom. viii. 29). The pre-eminence of Christ is therefore essential, 
not merely prototypal, as of the head of humanity ;° He is the povoyevie. 
Through adoption believers have passed out (comp. Rom, vii. 24 f.) of their 
natural state, in which by sin they were liable to the wrath of God (ii. 3), 
and have entered into the state of reconciliation, in which, through the 
mediation of the reconciling death of Christ (vv. 6, 7), by means of the 
faith in it which was counted to them for righteousness (Gal. iii. 26 ; Rom. 
iv. 5, 23 f.) they have forgiveness of sins, and are heirs of the Messianic 
blessedness (ver. 14; Gal. iv. 7; Rom. viii. 10, 11, 17), as a guarantee of 
which the Holy Spirit is given to them (ver. 14 ; Gal. iv. 6 ; Rom. viii. 16).— 
elc abrév] does not apply to Christ,* since Christ is mediator of the adoption, 


1Comp. Lampsing, Pauli de praedestinat. adoption ; for the Jews were as such, and 
decreta, Leovard. 1858, p. 70. See on this not as men generally, the chosen and pecu- 
use of the aorist participle, Hermann, ad liar people to whom the Messiah was prom- 
Viger. p. 774; Bernhardy, p. 388; Winer, ised. See on Rom. ix. 4. 


p. 321. 5Jn opposition to Beyschlag, Christol. d. 
2 Schenkel. Tif, GUO PPP ois 
3 As Meier and Bleek still take it here, 6 Anselm, Thomas, Castalio, Vorstius, 
following Usteri. Menochius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, and others, 


4Even the old theocratic viobecia was including de Wette. 
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and this is a relation to God. This simple sense of reference toward is to be 
maintained, and we must not introduce either ad gloriam gratiae suae, ‘to 
the glory of his grace,” ’ or ‘‘ bringing our race ei¢ abrov.” ? At variance with 
linguistic usage, Beza, Calvin, and Calixtus take it for év éavrg, and dis- 
cover in it the independence of the divine rpoopicyéc ; and Grotius, Wolf, 
Baumgarten, Koppe, Holzhausen, Meier hold it as equivalent to sii, >, 
himself (‘Cas children, who rightly belong to Him as His own,” Meier). 
Comp. also on Col. i. 20. — We may add that here, too, we must not write* 
abrév, but aitév. [See Note VII., p. 352.] Comp. above on xarevorcoy, 
abrov. — Kata tiv eddokiav Tov HeAhuatoc avrov (not aitow) : conformably to the 
pleasure of His will, just as it was the purpose of His will. Comp. Matt. xi. 
26 ; Luke x. 21. So Vulgate, Erasmus, Calvin, Bengel, Flatt, and others, 
including Riickert, de Wette, Bleek. It may also signify : according to 
the benevolence of His will. But this notion is already and more strongly 
contained in év ayarn ; and the element which is here meant, of free self- 
determination, independent of all human desert, as regulative of the zpoopi- 
fecv, is clearly pointed to in the parallel by jv mpoéfero év aité. Comp. also 
ver. 112) Tim. i. 9: 


Remarx.—Predestination is not made dependent on any sort of causa 
meritoria, ‘‘ meritorious cause,” on the part of man (comp. ver. 11), but is simply 
an act of free divine kindness, whose determination has its causa impulsiva, 
‘‘impelling cause,” only in Christ ; so that, in the case of the predestined sub- 
jects, faith is set forth as the causa apprehendens, ‘‘ apprehending cause,” of the 
salvation destined for them kata rpdyvwow (Rom. viii. 29) ; and with this Rom. 
ix., when rightly apprehended, agrees. The conditions mentally supplied by 
expositors (as e.g., Grotius, who finds in our passage ‘‘decretum ejus, quod 
Deus facere vult, si et homines faciant quod debent,”’ ‘‘his decree that God wishes 
to act, provided men also do what they ought; comp. already Jerome) remove 
the relation out of the sphere of the divine evdoxia tov OeAnwatoc into that of 
dependence on human self-choice, and consequently into the domain of the 
accidental. The notion of absolute decree, however, breaks down before the 
mpoyvwoig as the necessary premiss of the divine éxAoy7—a premiss, which 
doubtless involves the necessity of morally restricting the truncus aut lapis, 
block or ‘‘stone,’’ of the Formula Concordiae (comp. Luthardt, Lehre vom freien 
Willen, p. 272). 


Ver. 6. As love was the disposition serving as motive for the divine predesti- 
nation (ver. 5), so is the glorifying of the divine love (which, however, is 
here designated in accordance with its distinctive peculiarity, because it 
refers to sinners, ii. 1 ff., as grace) its divinely conceived ultimate aim, 
not, as Grotius would have it, consequens aliud, ‘‘ something consequent.” 
Comp. 2 Cor. i. 20; Phil. i. 11. —el¢ érauvov ddbEn¢ tHe ydpito¢ avtov (not 
airov) means neither to the glorious praise of His grace,‘ nor to the praise of 


1 Piscator ; comp. Schenkel. 4See, generally, Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. 

2 Theophylact. p. 369 ff. So Harless, Olshausen, Baumgar- 

3 With Beza, Stephanus, Mill, Griesbach, ten-Crusius, following older expositors. 
Knapp, Meier, and others. 5 Grotius, Estius. 
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His glorious grace,’ the one of which is just as arbitrary as the other ; but : 
to the praise of the glory of His grace. The quality of the grace, its glory— 
its greatness laudably evincing itself—is brought into prominence as the 
object of the praise to be bestowed on it.? Bengel already in his day aptly 
distinguished the notions : ‘‘ Primum nascitur laus gratiae,” ver. 7, ‘‘ inde 
laus gloriae,” ‘‘the praise of grace arises first, then the praise of glory.”— 
dd&n¢ without the article may not surprise us on account of the genitival defi- 
nition that follows. See Winer, p. 118 f. — je éyapirwcev iuac év 7H HyaT. | 
je is attracted by the preceding ric ydpuroc,® instead of 7v.4 Xapirdw means: 
gratia aliquem afficere, ‘‘to treat any one with grace ;” and, according as 
the yapic is conceived of subjectively as love-worthiness, or objectively as the 
diwine grace, the sense may either be : to make love-worthy, as Chrysostom ° 
and his followers,® Cornelius & Lapide, and many Roman Catholics,” have 
taken it, understanding thereby not merely the reconciliation, but also the 
positive sanctifying, the justitia inhaerens, ‘‘ inherent righteousness ;” or : 
to grant grace (as it is taken usually). In the former sense,* the word occurs, 
Niceph. Prog. li. 2 ; Symm. Ps. xvii. 28 ; Ecclus. xviii. 17; also Ecclus. 
ix. 8 in Cod. A ; and Clem. Alex. Pwed. iii. 11 ; in the latter sense, in Luke 
i, 28 ; Test. XII. Patr. p. 698. The latter is here decidedly correct, since 
the preceding ric ydpitoc, especially with 7c as the reading, permits no devi- 
ation from that meaning, just as ver. 7 sets forth simply the work of pardon- 
ing grace. — év TO nyarnwévw| Christ as the vide r7¢ ayarne abrov, ‘‘ the son of 
his love,” Col. i. 13 (comp. Matt. iii. 17), is kar’ éoy4, ‘‘ pre-eminently,” the 
beloved of God, and in Him has God shown us grace, 7.¢., in the fact that He 
gave Him up to death for us (ver. 7), He has brought home to us His grace. 
Comp. ii. 18; Rom. viii. 39 ; 2 Cor. v.19. The designation of Christ by 
6 nyarhuevoc makes us feel the greatness of the divine grace. Comp. Rom. 
viii. 82, v. 8 ff. ; John iii. 16 ; 1 Johniv. 9 f. 

Ver. 7. More precise elucidation, on the basis of experience (éyouev), of 
what had just been said, éyapir. juac év t6 nyar. — év @] so that in Him our 
possession of the redemption has its ground. He it is, without whose per- 
son and work we should not have been redeemed ; ywpi¢ Xpiorow (ii. 12), no 
anodrpworc. Comp. Rom. iii. 24. The relative has, as is often the case,° 
argumentative significance. Comp. here especially iii. 12. — ryv arodbrpwow]) 
the redemption, namely, from God’s wrath and penalties, which before our 
entrance into faith we had incurred through sin (Rom. i. 18, iii. 23, v. 5 ff., 
vii. ‘7 ff. ; Eph. ii. 3, v. 6, al.), as those who were under the dominion of 


1 Luther, Castalio, Beza, and most expos- 
itors, including Morus, Koppe, Flatt, Holz- 
hausen, Meier. 

2Comp. Bernhardy, p. 53 f.; Held, ad 
Timol. p. 368. 

3 xdpw xapitoov is conceived of as ayamnv 
ayanay, ii. 4; John xvii. 26; comp. Dem. 
306, 28: xapitas xapifer Oar, 

4 Comp. iv.1; and see on 2 Cor. i. 4; Hom. 
ll. xxii, 649; Arist. Pl. 1044: ris bBpeos hs 
UBpiSomar, 


5 Chrysostom says: Just as if one were 
to make a sick or famished man into a 
beautiful youth, so has God made our soul 
beautiful and love-worthy for the angels 
and all saints and for Himself. 

6 Comp. also Luther. 

7 Including Bisping. 

8 See Wetstein, I. p. 651. 

9 See, generally, Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phil. 
p. 195 f.; Ellendt, Zea. Soph. I. p. 371. 
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the devil (Col. i. 18; Acts xxvi. 18). The purchase-price (1 Cor. vi. 20, 
vii. 28 ; Matt. xx. 28; Mark x. 45) through which Christ, in voluntary 
obedience to God’s gracious counsel, accomplished this azoAbrpworc, was His 
blood, which He shed as an /Aaorfpuov, ‘a propitiation,” for the benefit of men 
(Rom. iii, 25, v. 8, 9 ; 2 Cor. v. 21; Col. i. 21, i. 13 f.), On arorbrpworc, 
as the effect of the atoning death, in which case the blood of Christ is 
always conceived of as the purchase-price, see Rom. iii. 24. — dua rod alparo¢ 
avtov| by means of His blood, a more precise definition of the preceding év o. 
Paul might have written év 7 aivare abroi (ii. 13) ; but he in general prefers 
an interchange of prepositions (comp. 2 Cor. iii. 11 ; Rom. iii. 30; Gal. ii. 
16 ; Philem. 5), to which he was here specially led by his epexegetic pur- 
pose (comp. iii. 12; 1 Thess. ili. 7). — r7v dgeow tév rapantupdtor] apposi- 
tion to r7v aroAbtpwow, the essence of which is the forgiveness of sins obtained 
on account of the death of Christ. As to the distinction between rdpeoic 
(Rom. iii. 25) and ddeore (used by Paul also in Col. i. 14), see on Rom. iii. 
25. — rév rapantwudtwv denotes always the actual individual sins (ii. 1 ff. ; 
and see on Rom. v. 20) ; hence Paul has not mentally included a forgive- 
ness of inborn sinfulness.’ [See Note VIII., p. 352.]— xara rov riovrov rie 
xaptto¢ avrov] is not to be resolved into an adjective (‘‘ gratia liberaiissima,” 
‘by his most liberal grace,” Koppe) ; but the riches, t.¢., the great fulness,’ 
of the divine grace is that, in consequence of which we have in Christ the 
redemption. It is to be noted that here, as well as in ver. 6, the reference 
to the divine grace serves to wind up one element of the discourse, and (by 
je) to annex another. As to rAovro¢ tHe yapitoc (il. 7, iii. 16), see on Rom. 
ii. 4. We may add that Lachmann, Riickert, Tischendorf [Westcott and 
Hort] have the form 165 rAobroc, following A B D* E (?) 8* min., to which 
also F G@ fall to be added with the transcriber’s error row mAotroc ; and 
rightly.* 

Ver. 8. "He érepiocevoev tic yuac] 7¢ stands by attraction (comp. ver. 6), 
not for 7,4 so that érepicc. would be intransitive, — for the attraction of the 
dative, rare even in classic authors,® is not found in the N. T., not even in 
the passages adduced by Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 247, — but for 7, so that 
érepioo. is transitive (2 Cor. iv. 15, ix. 8; 1 Thess. iii. 12) : which He has 
made abundant, has shown in an exceedingly high degree (a@Aévwe é&éyee, 
“‘ungrudgingly shed,” Theophylact), toward us. If, with Calvin and 
Beza,° we should not assume any attraction at all, but should take the geni- 
tive as at Luke xv. 17, there would result the sense, unsuitable to what 
follows (yrupicac x.t.A.) : of which He had superabundance towards us. —év 
mhon cogia Kat dpovfoer| is not’ to be attached to yvwpicac, because it would 
thus, like év aydry in ver. 5, denote the attribute of God operative in the 
yvopitev, which, on account of doy (see below), is not admissible. If, 


1 Olshausen. 5 Kriiger, Gramm. 51. 10. 3, and Grammat. 
2 Codex 17 has 76 mAn60s. Unters. IIL. p. 274 f. 
3 See on 2 Cor. viii. 2, Remark; and see ®§ Comp. also Holzhausen. 

Winer, p. 64. 7 With Chrysostom, Jerome, Theodoret, 


‘ Camerarius, Calvin, Piscator, Erasmus, Homberg, Baumgarten, Semler, Michaelis, 
Schmid. Griesbach, Koppe, Holzhausen, Scholz, 
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again, we should, with Chrysostom,! regard it as the state of men brought 
about by yvwpicac x.7.A., this would be forced, and, as concerns the sense, 
there might be urged against it the circumstance that, in the making known 
of the divine mystery, Paul had to set forth, not the divine display of 
grace in itself (this was given in the work of redemption, vv. 6, 7), but the 
display of grace as revealed. Hence it was necessary that there should be 
added to jc érepioo. cic ju. a definition, and this is év méon ood. x. gpov.? 
which he has displayed abundantly towards us by every kind of wisdom and dis- 
cernment (with which He endowed us, comp. Col. i. 9), in that He made 
known to us, etc. Observe here withal the climaz, in which, rising from 
the simple 7¢ éyapitwoer juac, ver. 6, the apostle now, at this further display 
of grace, says : 7¢ émepiooevoev sic jude. Riickert,? although connecting it 
with je érepioc. ei¢ ju., incorrectly holds the divine wisdom to be meant, 
and takes the sense to be, that God has with highest wisdom and discern- 
ment dispensed His grace over us. Not only would this introduce here 
something remote from the point,—since in the whole context Paul is com- 
mending only grace as such, and not any other attribute along with it,—but 
the words themselves are opposed to it, not indeed by ¢gpovgoe: in itself, 
which * might be used also of God (1 Kings iii. 28 ; Prov. iii. 19 ; Jer. x. 
12), but certainly by zdoy. For raoa oodia does not mean swmma_ sapientia, 
‘the highest wisdom,” but every kind of wisdom, which, according to a 
popular mode of expression, like our ‘‘all possible wisdom,” * can be said 
only of men. The rodvroixtdroc¢ copia, iii, 10, is not analogous,* but 
denotes the absolute wisdom according to its manifold modes of manifesta- 
tion.® [See Winer, § 18: 4] —xai ¢povgoe:] Comp. 1 Kings iv. 29: &édoxe 
Kbpioc dpdvycw TH Larwpav Kat cogiav rorAgv ; Dan. ii. 21: didode cogiar rtoic 
cogoic Kat dpdbvyow Toic eiddor obveow ; Joseph. Antt. ll. 5. 7, vill. 7.5. &pd- 
vyowg is an aptitude, which proceeds from wisdom (7 dé codia avdpt Tixter 
dpévyowv, Prov. x. 23), in connection with which the distinction is to be 
noted, that codia is the general notion’ which embraces the collective activity 
of the mind as directed to divine aims only to be achieved by moral means 
(comp. on Col. i. 9) ; whereas ¢pévyove denotes the more special notion of 
the morally determined intelligence, the insight of practical reason regulating 
the dispositions érorhun ayabér kai xaxdv, ‘ understanding of good and evil,” 
Plato, Def. p. 411 D ; tcc aAnfic peta Adyou mpaxtixy repi Ta avOpdr@ ayaba K. 
xaxd, ‘‘ A true practical habit exercised by the reason with respect to things 
good and evil to man,” Arist. Hth. vi. 5. 4). See, especially, also Cic. Of. 
i. 43. Comp. on ¢gpévyoic, which Paul has not elsewhere, Luke i. 17 ; Beck, 
bibl. Seelenl. p. 62. 

Ver. 9. In that He has made known to us the mystery of His will. The 
aorist participle signifies an action coincident and completed at the same 
time with érepicc. See oni. 5. — ui] applies, as in the whole connection, 


1 Comp. Michaelis and others. 5 In opposition to de Wette. 
2Comp. Jerome, Castalio, de Wette, and § [See Winer, § 18: 4.] 

others. T émotHun Oeiwy Te kal avOpwrivwy mpayyda- 
3 In opposition to Harless and Schenkel. twv, “understanding of divine as well as of 


4 Theile, ad Jacob. p. ". human things,’”’ Sext. Emp. adv. phys. i. 18. 
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to Christians generally ; but in this case the extraordinary kinds of making 
known, which individuals among them had experienced (such as Paul him- 
self, who was instructed dv’ aroxadtyews, iii. 3; Gal. i. 12), are left out of 
account. —rd pvothp. tov Oedju. avtov] tov Oedqu. is an objective genitive. 
And the mystery with which the divine will is occupied, is the counsel of re- 
demption accomplished through Christ, not in so far asit is in itself incompre- 
hensible for the understanding, but in so far as, while formed from eternity, 
it was until the announcement of the gospel hidden in God, and veiled and 
unknown to men. See Rom. xvi. 25f.; Eph. iii. 4f., 9, vi. 19; Col. i. 
26. By the prophets the mystery was not disclosed, but the disclosure of 
it was merely predicted ; here at the proclamation of the gospel the prophetic 
predictions became the means of its being disclosed, Rom. xvi. 25 f. — xara 
tHv evdok. avtov] belongs not to 7d vor. Tov Oe. ait.,' in which case it would 
stand in a tautologic relation to rov 6eA. avr., but rather to yvuwpioac x.t.d., 
stating that God has accomplished the making known in pursuance of His 
Sree self-determination. Comp. on ver. 5. — jv rpoé6ero év abt] would be ia 
itself redundant, but serves for the attaching of that which follows ; hence 
no comma is to be placed after air. It is not, however, to be written as 
ait®,? since here the airéc cannot appear as the third person, as would be 
the case if the text had run in some such form as kara r7v rodbeow avtov, and 
as was previously the case with the thrice occurring airov. If ai7o were to 
be read, a subject different from God would be meant ; as, indeed, Chry- 
sostom and his successors, as well as Luther, Calovius, Bengel, and others, 
in reality understood it of Christ, although the latter only comes in again 
at ver. 10, and that by name. — rpoéGero] set before Himself (Rom. i. 13), 
purposed (namely, to accomplish it) in Himself, i.e., in His heart (anthropo- 
pathic designation). This purpose, too (mpd6eouc, ver. 11), is to be con- 
ceived as formed before the creation of the world ; without this idea, 
however, being expressed by xpo, which is not even to be taken tempo- 
rally, but locally (to set before oneself), comp. on rpoyxerpifouar, Acts. iii. 20. 
There is incorrectness, for the very reason that év ait¢ does not apply to 
Christ, in the translation of Luther (comp. Vulgate) : ‘‘ and has brought 
Sorth [herfirgebracht| the same by Him,” though zpoé@. in itself might 
have this meaning. See on Rom. iii. 25. 

Ver. 10. Ei¢ oixovouiav tov rAnpoyu. Tov Karp.] Unto the dispensation of the ful- 
Jilling of the times, belongs not to yrwpicac,* but to the immediately preceding 
jv mpoébero év abtG, Which is inserted solely with a view to attach to it eic 
oixov. k.T.A. 3 and eic does not stand for év,* but denotes what God in form- 
ing that purpose had in view, and is thus telic : with a design to.’ With the 
temporal rendering, usque ad,®° we should have to take rpoéero in a pregnant 
sense, and to supply mentally : ‘‘consilio secretum et abditum esse volwit,” 
‘He wished it to be secret and concealed in his counsel,” ” which, however, 


1 Bleek. Piscator, and others. 
2 As by Lachmann, Harless, Tischendorf 5 [See Winer, § 49.] 

[Westcott and Hort, Eng. Rev. Version]. 6 Erasmus, Calvin, Bucer, Estius, Er, 
3 Bengel. Schmid, Michael., and others. 


4 Vulgate and several Fathers, also Beza, 7 Erasmus. Paraphr. 
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with the former explanation is superfluous, and hence is arbitrary here, 
although it would in itself be admissible (Winer, p. 577). — olxovoyia] house- 
management (Luke xvi. 2), used also in the ethico-theocratic sense (1 Tim. 
i. 4), and specially of the functions of the apostolic office (1 Cor. ix. 17 ; 
Col. i. 25), here signifies regulation, disposition, arrangement in general, in 
which case the conception of an oixovduoc has receded into the background.? 
— The rAgpoua tov kaipdv, id quo impleta sunt tempora, ‘‘ that wherein times 
are fulfilled” (comp. on iii. 19) is not im substance different from 1d rAfpopa 
tov ypévov, Gal. iv. 4 ; nevertheless, in our passage the pre-Messianic period 
running on from the beginning is conceived of not as unity, as at Gal. l.c., 
but according to its different sections of time marked off by different epochs, 
the last of which closes with the setting in of the Messianic work of redemp- 
tion, and which thus with this setting in become full (like a measure), so 
that nothing more is lacking to make up the time as a whole, of which they are 
the parts. This zAjpoua is consequently not, in general, tempus justum, ‘‘ the 
right time,” * but the fulness of the times, 7.¢.,that point of time, by the setting 
in of which the pre-Messianic ages are made full,* that is, are closed as com- 
plete.* Fritzsche * conceives it otherwise, holding that 76 rAfpwuc is plenitas, 
“fulness,” the abstract of rAjpyc, hence 1A. 7. x. plenum tempus, ‘‘ the full 
time,” of rAgperc Kkarpot. But while zAjpaua doubtless signifies impletio, ‘ ful- 
filling,” like rA#pwor, in Ezek. v. 2; Dan. x. 3; Soph. Trach. 1203 ; Eurip, 
Tro. 824, it never denotes the being full. —-Now, in what way is the genitive- 
relation oixovoula tov rAnpdpuatoc to be understood? A genitive of the object ° 
Tov TAnpou cannot be, inasmuch as it may doubtless be said of the rAfpoua 
Tov Kap. aS a point of time fixed by God : it comes (Gal. iv. 4), but not: 27 
as arranged, oikovoueira. Harless takes the genitive as epexegetic. But a 
point of time (xAgp. r. xacp.) cannot logically be an appositional more pre- 
cise definition of a fact (oixovouia). The genitive is rightly taken as express- 
ing the characteristic (temporal) peculiarity, as by Calovius : ‘ dispensatio 
propria plenitudini temporum,” ‘‘the dispensation peculiar to the fulness 
of the times.” Comp. Riickert. Just as xpiow peydanc muépac, Jude 6. 
Hence : with a view to the dispensation to be established at the setting in of the 
Sulness of the times. For, ore 7A0e rd rAgpwpa Tov yxpdvov, earéotetAev 6 Ocd¢ 
tov vid avrov, ‘‘ when the fulness of the time came God sent forth his Son,” 
Gal. U.c., and on His emergence rerAfpwrac 6 xaipdc, ‘‘ the time is fulfilled,” 
Marki. 15. There was no need that the article should stand before oixov. 
just because of the complete definition contained in the following genitive. 


1 Comp. iii. 2; Ken. Cyr. v. 3. 25; Plut. 
Pomp. 50; frequently in Polyb. (see Schweig- 
haeuser, Lex. Polyb. p. 402; comp. also 
2 Mace. iii. 14; 3 Macc. iii. 2; Act. Thom. 57). 

2 Morus: at its time. 

3 The apostolic idea of the mAjpwpya tov 
kaipav excludes the conception of a series 
of worlds without beginning or end (Rothe). 
See Gess, v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 170 ff. 

4 Comp. Herod. iii. 22: oyddékovra 8 érea 
Sons mAjpwua avdpi paxpotatov mpoKkéerOar, 
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“eighty years are appointed as the longest 
fulness of life to man” (implementum vitae 
longissimum, i.¢., longissimum tempus, quo 
impletur vita,‘ the longest fulness of life, z.¢., 
the longest time in which life is fulfilled”), 
and see on Gal. iv. 4; Wetstein on Mark i. 
15: 

5In Thesauri quo sacrae N. T. glossae 
illustr. specim., Rostock 1839, p. 25, and ad 
Rom. I. p. 473. 

6 Menochius, Storr, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
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Comp. on ver. 6. It would only be required, if we should have mentally to 
supply to oixovoyiay a genitival definition, and thus to make it an independent 
idea, as is done by many,’ who explain it as administrationem gratiae, ‘‘ an ad- 
ministration of grace,”—a view which is erroneous, just because a genitive 
already stands beside it, although oixovoyia tov rAnpdpatoc Tév Kaipov, taken to- 
gether, is the Christian dispensation of grace. This genitival definition 
standing alongside of it also prevents us from taking, with Luther, ei¢ 
olkovoutay (sc. Tod wvotnpiov) as : ‘‘ that it should be preached ;” or from supply- 
ing, with Grotius and Estius,? ric ebdoxiag abtod with oixov., in neither of 
which cases would there be left any explanation of the genitive sense appli- 
cable to tov rAnpéparoc tr. x. Quite erroneous, lastly, is the view of Storr, 
Opusc. I. p. 155, who is followed by Meier, that oixovoyuia rot rAyp. T. k. 18 
administratio eorum quae restant temporum, ‘‘the administration of those 
times that remain.” For to take r. rAfp. r. x. in the sense of reliqua tempo- 
ra, 1.€., novi foederis, ‘‘the remaining times, i.¢., of the new covenant,” is 
in the light of Gal. iv. 4, Mark i. 15, decidedly to misapprehend it. [See 
Note IX., p. 352 seq. ] — avaxedatadoacba ta ravta év TO Xpioré | epexegetical 
infinitive, which gives information as to the actual contents of that oixovoyia : 
(namely) again to gather up together, etc. Therein the arrangement designated 
by oixovopuia tr. 7A. t. x. was to consist. This connection is that which nat- 
urally suggests itself, and is more in keeping with the simple mode followed 
in the context of annexing the new portions of the discourse to what imme- 
diately precedes, than the connection with rpoé6eto,* or with 7d wvorhp. Tob 
eA. avrov.4 We may add that Beza, Piscator, and others have taken eic 
olxov. T. TA. t. x. alang with dvaxedad. as one idea ; but in that case the pre- 
ceding jv rpoéero év air must appear quite superfluous and aimless, and 
ei¢ olkovou. K.T.A., by being prefixed to avaxedad., irrelevantly receives the main 
emphasis, which is not to be removed from dvaxedad. — dvaxedaratdcacbar | 
kepadaaov in the verb kedadatdw means, as it does also in classical usage, chief 
thing, main point ;° hence xedaradw : summatim colligere, as in Thue. iii. 67. 
5, vi. 91. 6, vill. 58. 1; Quinctil. 1.6. Comp. ovykxedaraovca, Ken. Cyr. 
viii. 1. 15 ; Polyb. iii. 3. 1, 7, iv. 1. 9. Consequently avaxedaradw : swmmu- 
tim recolligere, ‘‘recapitulate summarily,” which is said in Rom. xiii. 9 of 
that which has been previously expressed singulatim, ‘‘ individually,” in sep- 
arate parts, but now is again gathcred up in one main point, so that at 
Rom. l.c. év rottw rO Adyw denotes that main point in which the gathering 
up is contained. And here this main point of gathering up again, 
unifying all the parts, lies in Christ; hence the gathering up is not 
verbal, as in Rom. l.c., but real, as is distinctly apparent from the objects 
gathered up together, ra éri roic otpavoic x.t.A. It is to be observed withal, 
(1) that avaxedad. does not designate Christ as xedaAy —although He really 
is 80 (ver. 22) —so that it would be tantamount to $76 play Kedadpy dye, 


1 Wolf, Olshausen, and others. to indicate by the name ‘mystery;’ also 
2 Comp. Morus. Harless, comp. Olshausen, Schmid, 0d%d/. 
3 Zachariae, Flatt, and others. Theol. Il. p. 347, and others. 

*Beza: Paul is explaining guid mysterit 5 See Wetstein, ad Rom. xiii. 9. 


nomine significare voluerit, ‘what he wanted 


z 
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“to bring under one head,”" but as xeddaaiov, which is evident from the 
etymology ; (2) that we are not to bring in, with Grotius and Hammond, 
the conception of scattered warriors, or, with Camerarius, that of an arith- 
metical sum (kegadavov, see Wetstein, J.c.), which must have been suggested 
by the context ; (3) that the force of the middle is the less to be overlooked, 
inasmuch as an act of government on God’s part is denoted : sibi summatim 
recolligere, ‘‘to gather again summarily for himself” ; (4) that we may not 
give up the meaning of ava, iterum, ‘‘ again,” ? which points back to a state in 
which no separation as yet existed.’ This dva has had its just force already re- 
cognized by the Peshito and Vulgate (instawrare, ‘‘to restore”), as well as by 
Tertull. de Monog. 5 (ad initium reciprocare, ‘‘to go back to the beginning”’), 4 
although xegaAaiéw is overlooked by the former, and wrongly apprehended by 
the latter. See the more detailed discussion below. — ra rdvra] is referred by 
many (see below) merely to intelligent beings, or to men, which, according 
to a well-known use of the neuter, would be in itself admissible (Gal. iii. 
22), but would need to be suggested by the context. It is quite general : 
all created things and beings. Comp. vv. 22, 23. —ra ént roic ovpavoic kai Ta 
ént tie yijc] that which is on the heavens and that which is on the earth. ért roic 
ovpav. (see the critical remarks) is so conceived of that the heavens are the 
stations at which the things concerned are to be found.® Even in the classi- 
cal writers, we may add, prepositions occurring in close succession often 
vary their construction without any special design init.* As regards the 
real sense, Ta érd Toi¢ ovpav. is not to be arbitrarily limited either to the spirits 
in heaven generally,” or to the angels,* or to the blessed spirits of the pious men 
of the O. T.,° nor must we understand by it the Jews, and by ra émi rice yifc the 
Geniiles,”° as, indeed, Koppe was able to bring out of it all mankind by de- 
claring heaven and earth to be a periphrasis for xéouoc ; but, eutirely with- 
out restriction, all things and beings existent in the heavens and upon earth are 
meant, so that the preceding ra zdvra is specialized in its two main divi- 
sions. Irenaeus” quite arbitrarily thought of all events which should have 
come to pass on earth or in heaven, and which God gathers up, ¢.e., brings 
to their complete fulfilment, in Christ as in their goal.” But how far has 
God gathered together again all things, things heavenly and things earthly, 
in Christ ? Before the entrance of sin all created beings and things were 


1 Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 7 Riickert, Meier. 
Erasmus, Luther, Piscator, Calovius, Ben- 8 Chrysostom, Calvin, Cameron, Balduin, 
gel, Michaelis, Zachariae, Koppe, Mat-  Grotius, Estius, Calovius, Bengel, Michaelis, 
thies, Meier, de Wette, and others. Zachariae, Rosenmiiller, Baumgarten-Cru- 
2 Winer, deverbor. cum praep. conj.in NV. T. sius [Weiss], and others. 


usu, III. p. 3 f. 

3 In opposition to Chrysostom, Castalio, 
and many others. 

4Comp. Goth.: “aftra usfulljan” (again 
to fill up). 

5 Comp. the well-known émi x6ov. (Hom. 
M1. iii. 195, al.) 3 emi wvAnow (ZI, iii, 149); emi 
mupyw (1. vi. 431). 

6 See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 20. Comp. 
as to the local érié with genitive and dative, 
é.g., Hom, J. i. 486. 


® Beza, Piscator, Boyd, Wolf, Moldenhau- 
er, Flatt, and others. 

10 Locke, Schoettgen, Baumgarten, Tel- 
ler, Ernesti. 

11 Adv. Haer. iii. 18. 

12 Comp. Chrys.: ra yap dua waxpod xpovouv 
oikovopovmeva avykeparaicato év Xpiore, 
tovtéate auvereue, ‘‘for the things long ad- 
ministered he gathered together in Christ, 
i.e., cut them short,”’ 
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undividedly united under God’s government ; all things in the world were 
normally combined into organic unity for God’s ends and in JIis service. 
But through sin this original union and harmony was broken, first of all in 
heaven, where a part of the angels sinned and fell away from God ;’ these 
formed, under Satan, the kingdom antagonistic to God, and upon earth 
brought about the fall of man (2 Cor. xi. 3), extended their sway 
farther and farther, and were even worshipped in the heathen idols 
(1 Cor. x. 20 f.). With the fall of man there came to an end also 
the normal state of the non-intelligent xrioic, ‘‘ creature’ (Rom. viii. 
19 ff.) ; heaven and earth, which had become the scene of sin and of 
the demoniac kingdom (ii. 2, vi. 12), were destined by God to de- 
struction, in order that one day a new heaven and a new earth--in which 
not sin any more, but moral righteousness shall dwell, and God shall be the 
all-determining power in all (1 Cor. xv. 28)—shall come imperishable (Rom. 
viii. 21) in its place (2 Pet. iii. 18). The redeeming work of Jesus Christ 
(comp. Col. i. 20) was designed to annul again this divided state in the 
universe, which had arisen through sin in heaven and upon earth, and to 
re-establish the unity of the kingdom of God in heaven and on earth ; so 
that this gathering together again should rest on, and have its foundations 
in, Christ as the central point of union and support, without which it could 
not emerge. Before the Parousia, it is true, this avaxegadaiworc is still but 
in course of development ; for the devil is still with his demons éy roi¢ érov- 
paviog (vi. 12), is still fighting against the kingdom of God and holding 
sway over many ; many men reject Christ, and the kriovc, ‘‘ creature,” longs 
after the renewal. But with the Parousia there sets in the full realization, 
which is the aroxardoraoce révrov, ‘‘ restitution of all things” (Matt. xix. 28 ; 
Acts ili, 21 ; 2 Pet. iii. 10 ff.) ; when all antichristian natures and powers 
shall be rejected from heaven and earth, so that thereafter nothing 
in heaven or upon earth shall be excluded from this gathering together 
again.” Finally, the middle voice (sibi recolligere, ‘‘to gather for him- 
selr”) has its warrant in the fact that God is the Sovereign (the head of 
Christ, 1 Cor, xi. 4 and ili. 23), who fulfils His will and aim by the gather- 
ing up again, etc. ; so that, when the dvaxedaraiwove is completed by the 
victory over all antichristian powers, He resumes even the dominion com- 
mitted to the Son, and then God is the sole ruling principle (1 Cor. xv. 24, 
28). Our passage is accordingly so framed as to receive its historically ade- 
quate elucidation from the N. T., and especially from Paul himself ; and 
there is no reason for seeking to explain it from a later system of ideas, as 
Baur does,* who traces it to the underlying Gnostic idea, that all spiritual 
life which has issued from the supreme God must return to its original unity, 
and in that view the ‘‘ affected” expression ei¢ oixov. r. rAnp. t. karp is held to 


1 For this falling away is the necessary p.319 ff. On Jude6and1 Tim. iii. 6, in which 
presupposition for the Satanic seduction of passages a reference has been wrongly 
our first parents, 1 John iii. 8-10 ; John viii. found to the first fall in the angelic world, 
44, where an originally evil nature of the see Huther. 
devil (Frommann, Hilgenfeld) is not to be 2 Comp. Photius in Oecumenius. 
thought of; see Hahn. Zheol. d. N. T. I. 3p, 424. 
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convey a covert allusion to the Gnostic pleroma of aeons and its economy.’ 
The ‘‘ genuinely Catholic consciousness” ? of the Epistle is just the genuinely 
apostolic one, necessarily rooted in Christ’s own word and work. The per- 
son of Christ is not presented ‘‘ under the point of view of the metaphysical 
necessity of the process of the self-realizing idea,” * but under that of its 
actual history, as this was accomplished, in accordance with the counsel of 
the Father, by the free obedience of the Lord. 


Remark 1.—The illustration which Chrysostom has given for ra én? roi 
oupavoic Kk, Ta Eni THC yc, from the conception of a house repaired (dc dv rep) 
oikiag Tig eimor TA sv Cabpa Ta dé ioxupa ExovonC’ dvwkoddunce THY oiKiav. . . odTH 
kat évradba wavtac $70 piav Hyaye Kepadyy, ‘‘as one would say of a house having 
some things decayed and others strong: ‘He so rebuilt the house, and there 
brought all under one head’”), has been again employed by Harless, whose 
view of the passage (approved by Schenkel) is that the apostle speaks thus, 
“«because the Lord and Creator of the whole body, of which heaven and earth are mem- 
bers, has in the restoration of the one member restored the whole body ; and inthis con- 
sists the greatest significance of the reconciliation, that it is not merely a restoration of 
the life of earth, but a bringing back of the harmony of the universe.’’ But in this 
way the words of the apostle are made withal to suggest merely the doing away 
of the contrast between heaven and earth (or, according to Schenkel’s tortuous 
metaphor, ‘‘ between the heavenly glorified centre of creation and the earthly, 
sin-troubled circumference of creation”), and there is conceded to the 7a én? 
toi¢ ovpavoic merely an indirect participation in the davakedadaiwouc, and the 
direct de facto operation of the Messianic oicovouia on the heavenly world is set 
aside—which appears the less admissible, inasmuch as ra ézi r. ovp. has the prec- 
edence. According to Paul, the heavenly world and the earthly world were to 
be affected, the former as immediately and properly as the latter, by the avake- 
gaialworg Tov TavTwy ; for the Satanic kingdom, for the destruction of which 
Christ came, and whose destruction was the condition of the avaxepadaiworc, 
has its seat in the regions of heaven (vi. 12 ; comp. Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. 
p. 348 ff.), and works in the viot ri¢ aresBelac (ii. 2) upon earth, so that in heaven 
and upon earth there exists no unity under God. 

Remark 2.—The doctrine of Restoration, according to which those who have 
continued unbelieving and the demons shall still ultimately attain to salvation, 
altogether opposed as it is to the N. T., finds no support in our passage, where 
(in opposition to Origen, Samuel Crell, and others), on the contrary, in the 
dvakegad. k.T.2. there is obviously implied, from the general point of view occu- 
pied by Christian faith, the separation of unbelievers and of the demoniac 
powers, and their banishment into Gehenna ; so that the avaxedadaiworc is not 
meant of every single individual, but of the whole aggregate of heavenly and 
earthly things, which, after the antichristian individuals have been separated 
and consigned to hell, shall again in the renewed world be combined into unity 
under God, as once, before the entrance of sin, all things in heaven and on 
earth were combined into such unity. Hence Olshausen is wrongly of opin- 
ion that our passage (as well as Col, i, 20) is to be brought into harmony with 


1 See, on the other hand, Rabiger, Chris- __p. 109. 
tol. Paulina, p. 55. 3 Baur, neutest. Theol. p. 264. 
2Baur, Ohristenth. d. drei erst: Jahrh. 
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the general type of Scripture doctrine by laying stress in the infinitive aroxegaA. 
upon the design of God ‘which, in the instituting of a redemption endowed 
with infinite efficacy, aims at the restoration of universal harmony, at the bring- 
ing back of all that is lost.’’? Apart from the fact that avaxegad. is only an epexe- 
getical infinitive (see above), it is altogether opposed to Scripture to assume 
that the aim in redemption is the restoration of all that is lost, even of the 
devils. For those passages as to the universality of redemption, and sayings 
like 1 Pet. iv. 6, Phil. ii. 10 f., leave the constant teaching of the N. T. concern- 
ing everlasting perdition entirely untouched (comp. on Rom. v. 18, xi. 32 ; 
Phil. ii. 10) ; and as regards the devils, the design of God in the economy of re- 
demption was to vanquish them (1 John iii. 8, and elsewhere ; 1 Cor. xv. 24 f.), 
and to deliver them up to the penalties already prepared for them of everlast- 
ing pain in hell (Matt. xxv. 41; Jude 6; 2 Pet. ii. 4; Rev. xx. 1 f.; comp. 
Bertholdt, Christol. p. 223). The restoration of the devils, as an impossibility 
in the case of spirits radically opposed to God, is not in the whole N. T. so 
much as thought of. The prince of this world is only judged. 

Remark 3.—Those who understand rd émi roi¢ ov. specially of the angels (see 
above) have been driven—inasmuch as these pure spirits have no need of re- 
demption in the proper sense—to unbiblical expedients, such as the view of 
Calvin (comp. Boyd) : that the angels before the redemption were not extra per- 
iculum, ‘‘ beyond danger,” but had through Christ attained ‘‘ primum ut perfecte 
et solide adhaereant Deo, deinde ut perpetuum statum retineant,” ‘‘ that they should 
perfectly and firmly cleave to God, and then to retain a perpetual estate’ (of 
all which the N. T. teaches nothing !) ; or that of Grotius : ‘‘antea inter angelos 
factiones erant et studia pro populis (Dan. x. 13!) .. . ea sustulit Christus, rex 
factus etiam angelorum, unum ex tot populis sibi populum colligens,” ‘* previously 
there were among the angels factions and devotion to the interests of public 
bodies (Dan. x. 13) ; these Christ removed, being made King of angels, collect- 
ing from so many peoples one for himself ;’’ or that of Augustine and Zeger, 
that the number of the angels, which had been diminished by the fall of some, 
was completed again by the elect from among men. Baur (comp. Zanchius), 
out of keeping with the notion of the dvaxegadaiworc, thought of the knowledge 
(iii. 10) and bliss (Luke xv. 10) of the angels as heightened by redemption. 
Others again (Chrysostom on Col. i. 20 ; Theophylact, Anselm, Cornelius & 
Lapide, Hunnius, Calovius, Bengel, et al.) have found the dvakedaraiworc in the 
fact that the separation which sin had occasioned between the angels and sin- 
ful men was done away.! So also in substance Riickert : ‘Originally and ac- 
cording to the will of God the whole world of spirits was to be one, .. . 
through like love and obedience towards the one God. . . . Sin did away with 
this relation, mankind became separated from God ; hence also of necessity 
the bond was broken, which linked them to the higher world of spirits. . . 
Christ... is to unite mankind to Himself bya sacred bond, and thereby to bring 
them back to God, and by that very act also. . . to do away with the breach ; 
all is again to become one.’’ Comp. Meier, as also Bahr on Col. i. 20. But 
the apostle is in fact speaking of the reuniting not of the heavenly with the 
earthly, but of the heavenly and the earthly (comp. Remark 1) ; moreover, 


1JIn connection with this view it was Christ was, as to His divine nature, the head 
quite arbitrarily, and with a distinction at of the angels, and as to His human nature, 
variance with Scripture, assumed that the head of men. 5 


CHAP. 1, 11. 32" 
according to this explanation, the dvakedadaiwore of the heavenly spirits with 
men would be the consequence of the expiation made for men by Christ, and 
thus Paul must logically have written : ra ém ri¢ yg x. Ta émd Toi¢ odpavoic. 
[See Note X., p. 353.] 


Ver. 11. ’Ev airG] resumes with emphasis the év Xpvor6,' in order to attach 
thereto the following relative clause ;? hence before év airé a comma is to be 
placed, and after it not a full stop, but only a comma.? Comp. on Col. i. 
20. — év © Kal éxAnpoOnuev] in whom (is the causal basis, that) we have also 
obtained the inheritance. ai, in the sense of also actually introduces the ac- 
complishment corresponding to the preparation (which was expressed by jv 
It has reference to the thing, not to the 
persons, since otherwise it must have run kal jpeic éxAnp., aS in ver. 18 ; hence 
the translation of the Vulgate : ‘‘in quo etiam nos,” etc., and others,® is in- 
correct, The subject is not the Jewish Christians,® because there is no antith- 
esis Of jueic and tyeic, ver. 13, but the Christians in general. 
means : we were made partakers of the kAgpoc, ‘‘ inheritance ” (Acts xxvi. 18 ; 
Col. i. 12), that is, of the possession of the Messianic kingdom, which before 
the Parousia is an ideal possession (ver. 14 ; Rom. viii. 24), and thereafter 
areal one. [See Note XI., p. 353.] The expression itself is to be explained 
in accordance with the ancient theocratic idea of the mon3 (Deut. iv. 
20, ix. 26, 29), which has been transferred from its original Palestinian 
reference (Matt. v. 5) to the kingdom of the Messiah, and thus raised 
to its higher Christian meaning (see on Gal. iii. 18) ; and the passive 
form of this word, which is not met with elsewhere in the N. T., is quite like 
POovoipat, diaxovorpuar, riotevouae (see on Gal. iv. 20), since we find KAypoby tii 
used.” Others * have insisted on the signification of being chosen by lot 
(1 Sam. xiv. 41, 42 ; Herod. i. 94; Polyb. vi. 38. 2 ; Eurip. Jon. 416, al.), 
and have found as the reason for the use of the expression : ‘‘ quia in ipsis 
electis nulla est causa, cur eligantur prae aliis,” ‘‘ because in the elect them- 
selves there is no cause why they should be elected in preference to others,” ® 
in which case, however, the conception of the accidental is held as excluded 
by the following rpoopio8. «.t.A. 3° but it may be urged against this view that, 
according to Paul, it is God’s gracious will alone that determines the éxAoy7 
(ver. 5 ; Rom. ix. 16 ff.), not a Geia riyy, ‘‘ divine chance,” which would be 
implied in the éxAnp.; comp. Plato, Legg. vi. p. 759 C : KAnpotv obto th Oeia 
toxn arodidévra, ‘‘thus to apportion one confiding in divine chance.” — 
mpoopiobévrec K.7.A.| predestined, namely, to the xAgjpoc, according to the purpose 
of Him, who worketh all things according to the counsel of His will. The words 
are not be placed within a parenthesis, and ra rdvra is not to be limited to 


mpoéero év avt@ ste olkovopiay K.T.A.).4 


ExAnpoOnwev 


1 Herm. ad Viger. pp. 734, 735 ; Bernhardy, 
p. 289 f. 

2 Ktihner, IT. § 630, 5. 

3 So, too, Lachmann, Tischendorf. 

4See Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 182; Klotz, 
ad Devar, 636 f.; Baeumlein, Partik. 152. 

5 Including Erasmus, Paraphr., and Ro- 
senmiiller. 


6 Grotius, Estius, Wetstein, Rosenmiiller, 
Meier, Harless, Schenkel, and others. 
7 Pind. Ol. viii. 19; Thue. vi. 42. 


8 Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Chrysostom, 
Erasmus, Estius, de Wette, and Bleek 
{Cremer]. 

® Hstius. 


10 See Chrysostom and Estius. 
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what pertains to the economy of salvation,! but God is designated as the all- 
working (of whom, consequently, the circumstances of the Messianic salva- 
tion can least of all be independent). Comp. ravepyérne Zetc, ‘‘ all-effecting 
Zeus,” Aesch, Ag. 1486. But, as God is the all-working, so is His decree 
the ravroxparopixdy BobAnua, ‘‘ omnipotent purpose,” Clem. Cor. I. 8. — As to 
the distinction between Bova and GéAnua, comp. on Matt. i.19. The former 
is the deliberate self-determination, the latter the activity of the will in gen- 
eral, 

Ver. 12. Causa jfinalis, ‘‘the final cause,” of the predestination to the 
Messianic xAjpoc :? in order that we might redound to the praise of His glory 
(actually, by our Messianic kAypovouia), we who have beforehand placed our 
hope on Christ,—we Jewish-Christians, to whom Christ even before His 
appearing was the object of their hope. Only now, namely, from ¢i¢ 76 eivac 
juac onward, does Paul divide the subject of éAnpé@. and rpoopiofévtec, 
which embraced the Christians generally, into its two constituent parts, the 
Jewish- Christians, whom he characterizes by juac . . . 
T@ Xpwor@, and the Gentile- Christians, whose destination to the same final 
aim—namely, ei¢ 7d elvae cic éracvoy x.t.2.—he dwells on afterward in vv. 
13, 14 (passing over to them by év @ kat iyeic), and hence ver. 14 concludes 
with a repetition of cic érawov tie Sb6Enc avtov.2 —7juac| has emphasis, prepar- 
ing the way for the subsequent introduction of kat tueic. — rove rponArikérac | 
quippe qui, ‘‘as they who,” etc. On rpoeArivew, to hope before, comp. Posei- 
dippus in Athen. ix. p. 377 C. The zpo does not transfer the hoping into 
the praescientia Dei, ‘‘foreknowledge of God,” * nor has it a reference to 
the later hoping of the Gentiles,’ since the hoping of the Gentiles is 
not subsequently expressed ; nor is mponAr. equivalent to the simple form,® 
which is not the case of any verb with zpo ; but it applies to the fact that 
the Jews had the Old Testament prophecies, and hence already before Christ 
set their hope upon the Messiah (Rom. iii. 2, ix. 4; Acts iii. 25, xxvi. 6f., 
22, xxviii. 20, al.). So, correctly, Zéckler takes it.’ But de Wette, who ® 
denies the division—also unnoticed by Chrysostom and his successors— 
into Jewish and Gentile Christians (understanding jac, generally, of the 
Christians, and iyeic, ver. 13, of the readers), takes rpo in mpoyAr. as : before 
the Parousia. Comp. Theophylact : rpiv } ériorh 6 uéAAwy aidv, ‘before the 
coming age impend.” But in this way the rpo would be without significance, 
while, as taken by us, it is characteristic. It is incoxrect, too, that ver. 13 
affirms nothing peculiar of the Gentile-Christians. As standing in contrast 


Tovs mponAriKétac év 


1 Piscator, Grotius. 

2 Many others, including Flatt, Meier, 
Harless, have attached ¢is 7d elvarto mpooptad. 
(predestined, to be, etc.); but this is not 
only not in keeping with the analogous eis 
€matvov «.7.A., VV.6 and 14, but also inappro- 
priate, because mpoopiod. did not yet refer 
specially to the Jewish-Christians. 

? Thus what Paul dwells on in vy. 11-14 
may be summarized thus: ‘‘In Christ we 
have really beceme partakers of the Messi- 


anic salvation, to which we were predes- 
tined by God, in order that we Jewish- 
Christians, and also you Gentile-Christians, 
should redound to the praise of His glory.” 

4 Jerome. 

5 Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Boyd, Estius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, and others. 

® Morus, Bretschneider. 

7 de vi ac notione vocab, édrris, 1856, p. 32 f, 

§ Comp. Rickert, Holzhausen, Matthies, 
Bleek. 
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to the rponAmckérac elvac of the Jewish-Christians, what is said in ver. 13 serves 
precisely to characterize the Gentile-Christians. They, without having 
entertained that previous hope (ii. 12), have heard, believed, etc. — The 
usual construction, suggested of itself by the very sequence of the words, 
has been—after the example of Morus, Koppe, ed. 1, Flatt, and Matthies — 
departed from by Harless, followed by Olshausen, inasmuch as he regards 
ei¢ Exatvov ddEn¢ avtov as an inserted clause [inciswm] : ‘‘we who were predes- 
tined, etc., to be those—to the praise of His glory—who already before hoped in 
Christ.” In this way Paul would point to the reason, why the «Ajpo¢ had 
first been assigned to the Jews. But (1) in that case éxAypd6. and mpoopic6. 
must already have applied specially to the Jewish-Christians, which no 
reader could guess, and Paul, in order to his writing intelligibly, must have 
indicated, by putting it in some such way as: év @ jueic éxAnpdOnuev, oi 
mpoopiobévtec . . . el¢ TO Elvar . . . Tove mMponAmxdtac K.t.A. As the passage 
actually stands, the reader could find the Jewish-Christians designated only 
at ver. 12, not previously. (2) ei¢ éxavvov bene abrow has, in accordance with 
the context (see ver. 14 ; comp. also ver. 6), by no means the character of 
an incidental insertion, but the stress of defining the ultimate aim, and that 
not in respect of a pre-Christian state, but of the Christian one. This, how- 
ever, only becomes suitably felt, when we read ei¢ 76 elvac jac elc Erawvov ddENC 
avtow together. (3) The predestination of God (mpooprofévrec) is in the connection 
related not to a pre-Christian state, such as, according to Harless, the «iva: 
Tove TponAmixdtac év T. XptorH would be, but to the realization of the Mes- 
sianic blessedness (ver. 5). Comp. Rom. vili. 29; 1 Cor. li. 7; as 
also Acts iv. 28. Lastly, (4) the objections taken by Harless to the usual 
connection of the words are not tenable. For (a) the symmetry of the two 
corresponding sentences in form and thought depends on the fact that in the 
case of both sections, the Jewish and the Gentile Christians, the glorifying 
of God is brought into prominence as the final aim of their attaining to sal- 
vation, and hence ver. 14 also closes with eic¢ éravov r. d6E. abtov. (0) The 
repeated mention of the predestination on God’s part to salvation is solemn, 
not redundant ; and’ the less so, inasmuch as the description of God as 
Ta mavta évepyovvtoc is added. (c) The objection that we cannot tell 
why the apostle brings in that predestination only with regard to the rpoya 
mixétec, while yet it manifestly applies also to the axotoayrec, is based on the 
misunderstanding, according to which éxAyp60. and mpoopiof. are already 
restricted to the Jewish-Christians ; for the subject of these words is still the 
Christians without distinction, —Jewish and Gentile Christians, — so that 
the predestination of both the former and the latter is asserted. It is only at 
ver. 12 that the division of the subject begins, which is continued in 

Ver. 18, so that év @ xa? iueic leads over to the second constituent element 


(you Gentile- Christians). — As regards the construction, it is regarded by’ 


Wolf, Bengel, Morus, and others,’ including Riickert, Matthies, Holzhau- 
sen, de Wette, Bleek, Bisping, as wnacoluthic ; the év ¢ of the second half 
of the verse is held to resume the first. Incorrectly, since in the resumption 


1 Comp. already Jerome. 
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cat busi¢ would have been essential. As Paul has written the passage (kai 
muotevo.), there is added to what has previously been affirmed of the tyeic 
(axoboavrec), a new affirmation ; hence év ¢ x. mot. x.t.A. is the continuation, 
not the reswmption of the discourse. The verb after év ¢ kai tyeic is there- 
fore to be supplied; not, however, #Amixare,’ since in fact the preceding 
mponArcxérac—which, besides, was only an appositional constituent element 
of the discourse—would yield mpoyArixare, which is inapplicable to the 
Gentile Christians ; nor yet éxAnpdOyre,? since éxAnpOOnyev, ver. 11, already 
embraced the Jewish and Gentile Christians, and with ¢i¢ 76 elvac quae x.T.2. 
a new portion of the development sets in. The right course is merely to 
supply mentally the substantive verb, in accordance with the current expres- 
sion év Xpior@ elva, to belong to Christ as the element of life, in which one 
exists. Hence: in whom also ye are. Thus Paul paves the way for his 
transition to the Gentile-Christians, in order, after first specifying how it 
was that they had become such (vy. 13, 14), finally to assert of them also 
the sic émaivov tie dbEn¢ avtov (ver. 14). — adkoboavtec Tov Ady. rH¢ aA7nO.| after 
ye have heard the word (the preaching) of the truth; for after this hearing 
there set in with them the év Xpicor@ eivaz. The truth kar’ é&oyqv, ‘‘ pre-emi- 
nently,” is the contents of the Adyoc. But a contrast to the types and shadows 
of the O. T.,* or to heathen error,* is not implied in the context. Comp. 
Col. i. 5; 2 Tim. ii, 15. —7rd evayy. r. cwrnp. iu.| descriptive apposition to 
Aobyo¢g tie aan. The genitive here also denotes the contents ; that which is 
made known in the gospel is the Messianic salvation. Harless takes both 
genitives as genitives appositionis, ‘‘of apposition,” inasmuch as the gospel 
is the truth and the cwrypia. The gospel, however, zs not the salvation, but 
an exertion of the power of God, which leads to salvation (Rom. i. 16 ; 
1 Cor. i. 18) ; the analogous combinations, too, of rd evayy. with a genit. 
abstract., ‘‘an abstract genitive,” as rd evayy. tH¢ ydpitoc Tt. Ocov (Acts xx. 
24), rH elpfync (Eph. vi. 15), rH Baowdetac, are opposed to the assumption of 
a genit. apposit., ‘‘ genitive of apposition.” Comp. on Marki. 1. Finally, 
the context also, by dxotoavrec and mcteboaytec, points not to what the doc- 
trine is, but to what it proclaims, Comp. Rom. x. 14. — év 6 kal mioreboavtec 
x.7.A.] A further stage of the setting forth how they became what they were, 
in order to reach its goal ei¢ éraivov tio ddEn¢ avrov, ver. 14. Precisely with 
regard to the Gentile-Christians, who had previously been aloof from all 
theocratic connection (no rpoyAmuérec év TO Xpiorp), the apostle feels himself 
impelled not to be content with the simple ‘‘in whom also ye are, after ye 
have heard the Gospel,” but specially to bring into relief the sealing of the 
Holy Spirit. — év @] is referred not merely by those who regard it as resump- 
tive (see above), but also by many others with Luther,® to Christ ; but why 
should we pass over the nearest antecedent ? The xai finds its reference, 


1 Erasmus in his version, Beza, Castalio, 3 Chrysostom. 

Calvin, Estius, and others. 4 Cornelius 4 Lapide, Baumgarten; Gro- 
2 Hrasmus, Paraphr. ; Piscator, Zanchius, tius thinks of both. 

Cornelius & Lapide, Boyd, Vorstius, Zach- 5 Including Harless, Meier, Olshausen, 


ariae, Koppe, and others, including Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, Schenkel. 
Harless, Olshausen. 


oa 
- 
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agreeably to the context, in the accession of the faith to the hearing (Rom. 
x. 14; 1 Cor. xv. 1). Hence é @ is to be referred, with Castalio, Calvin, 
Beza, Erasmus Schmid, and others,’ to 7d evayyéAvov, and to be joined, with 
Castalio, to moreboavtec, not to éogpayio#. (as usually), according to which 
mtotevo. Would be superfluous,’ and the periodic flow of the discourse would 
be injuriously affected. Hence: in which ye, having become believers, were 
sealed through the Holy Spirit. As to mioretew év (Mark i. 15), see on Gal. 
lll. 26. — mioteboavrec] is not to be taken, with Harless, as contemporaneous 
with éogpay. (see on vv. 5, 9) ; but it contains that which was prior to the 
og~payitecbar. The order of conversion was : hearing, faith, baptism, reception 
of the Spirit. See Acts ii. 37, viii. 12, 17, xix. 5, 6; Rom. vi. 8, 4 ; Tit. 
iii. 5 f. ; Gal. ili. 2, iv. 6. Certainly even the becoming a believer is not 
the work of human self-determination (see Acts xvi. 14 ; Phil. i. 29 ; Rom. 
xii. 3 relates to the measure of faith of the baptized) ; yet this divine opera- 
tion is only preparatory, and the effusion of the Spirit, properly so called, 
ensued only after baptism :* hence water and Spirit (John iii. 5). — éodayio- 
Onre] were sealed, i.e., confirmed, namely, as KAnpovduor of the Messianic king- 
dom. [See Note XII., p. 353.] See what follows. Comp. iv. 30, and see on 
2 Cor. i. 22 ; John iii. 33. This sealing is the indubitable gwarantee of the 
future Messianic salvation received in one’s own consciousness (Rom. viii. 16) 
through the Holy Spirit, not the attestation before others. An allusion has 
been arbitrarily found in éo¢pay. to cirewmeision (Rom. iv. 11), or to the oriy- 
pata of heathen ceremonies (Grotius assumes both : ‘‘ non extra signati estis 
in cute, quomodo Judaei circumeisi et Graecorum idolorum punctis notati,” ‘ye 
were not sealed outwardly in the skin,” asthe Jews were circumcised and 
the Greeks were stamped with the marks of their idols”), nay, even to the 
o~payic Dianae, with which those initiated into her mysteries were marked.° 
—r¢ rvebuate tHe érayyed.| Dativus instrumentalis, ‘instrumental dative,” 
and rye érayy. is genitivus qualitatis, ‘‘ genitive of quality,” denoting the, 
promise as characteristic of the Holy Spirit, for He is, in fact, the Spirit 
promised in the O. T, (Acts ii. 16 ff. ; Joel iii. 1-5; Zech. xii. 10; Isa. 
Kxxii, 15, xliv. 3; Ezek. xxxvi. 26 f., xxxix. 29. Comp. Luke xxiv. 49; 
Acts i. 4; Gal. iii. 14). Others :° the Spirit, who confirms the promise (of 
salvation). But how wholly imported, since in rvevya itself there is implied 


1 Comp. Erasmus, Paraphr. 

21Tf évd belongs to éo¢pay., we must, in 
the event of 6 applying to the Gospel, ex- 
plain: ‘‘ by means of which ye also, after 
ye became believers (or ye, after ye also 
became believers), were sealed.’’ Comp. 
Beza. But if dis to apply to Christ, the 
sense would be: “tin whom (being) ye also, 
after ye became believers (or: ye, after ye 
also became believers), were sealed.”” How 
utterly superfluous micrevoarres is in either 
case, will be at once felt. Harless regards 
év & as more precisely defined by Te mvevpart, 
inasmuch as the Spirit of God is also the 
Spirit of Christ (Rom. viii. 9 ; 2 Cor. iii. 17: 
Gal. iy. 6). But even thus morevoavtes 


remains unnecessary, since ¢v surely ex- 
presses the already existing spiritual union 
with Christ. 

3 As to the single instance of the effusion 
of the Spirit before baptism, see on Acts x. 
44. 

4 ore elvar dyAov, Ste Oeod Ete Adxos k. 
kAjpos, ‘so that it may be evident that ye 
are God’s lot and inheritance,’’ Theophy- 
lact ; comp. Chrysostom, Cornelius 4 La- 
pide, Flatt, Holzhausen, and others. 

5 Amelius ; comp. note on Gal. vi. 17. 

® Calvin, Beza, Castalio, Piscator; and as 
early as Chrysostom and Theophylact, 
alongside of the former correct view. 
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nothing at all of the notion of confirmation !_ No, the Old Testament prom- 
ise belonged to the Spirit ; He is specifically the Spirit of promise, and by 
that very fact He became for the recipients the sealing of Messianic blessed- 
ness, —76 dyiw] is not added accidentally, nor yet because the sanctificatio 
of the Spirit would be the confirmatory element,’ for in r@ dyiw there is im- 
plied the quality, not the effect of the Spirit ; but Paul desires to bring out 
very emphatically and solemnly that, by which the ogpayifecba: has been ac- 
complished ; hence he says, with corresponding pathos : 16 mvebparte tH 
éxayyehiac TO dyiy. We may add that we are not to think, with Grotius, 
Estius, and others, of the miraculous gifts of the Spirit, since, in fact, the 
tyeic generally are the odpayicbévrec, but rather of the outpouring of the Spirit, 
which all experienced after their baptism (Acts ii. 38 ; Gal. ill. 2 ff.). See 
also ver. 14. — According to Schwegler,” the rveiya tic éxayye2. is to be held 
as pointing to the later period, to which the doctrine of the Paraclete in 
the (not genuine) Gospel of John belongs. But Comp. Gal. iii. 14. 

Ver. 14. "O¢ éotwv appaBov tH¢ KAnpovouiac ju.) stands in significant relation 
(as affording more precise information) to éc¢payicbyre : whois earnest of our 
inheritance ; for in the reception of the Spirit the recipients have obtained 
the guarantee—as one receives earnest-money as a guarantee of future pay- 
ment in full—that they shall become actually partakers of the Messianic 
blessedness (comp. Rom. viii. 15-17; Gal. iv. 6, 7). 6c, applying to the 
rvevua, not to Christ, agrees in gender with appafdr.2 As to the epexregetic 
relative, see Nigelsb. on Hom. Jlias, ed. 3, p. 3. As to appaBdr, see on 
2 Cor. i. 22. —él¢ adrokbtpwow rtij¢ mepirorgoewc| unto the redemption, etc., is 
likewise (comp. also iv. 30) the causa finalis, ‘‘final cause,” of éodpayicOyre 
k.T.A., consequently that, to which the purpose of God was directed, when 
ye were sealed. Comp. ver. 10. Others connect it with é¢ iar... jpyév,* 
in which case eic is taken by some likewise in a telic sensc, by others as 
usque ad (the latter at variance with the parallel cic which follows). But 
the more precise definition thus resulting would in fact be, after r. xAnpov. 
ju., quite self-evident and unnecessary. — The damodtrpwore is here—in ac- 
cordance with the whole connection, and because the repuroinosc (see below) 
is the subject which experiences the aroAtrpwouc—the final consummation of 
the redemption effected by the Attpov of Christ (ver. 7) at the Parousia 
(Luke xxi. 28), when suffering, sin, and death are wholly done away, and in 
the glorifying (resurrection, or relative transformation) of the body there 
sets in the déga of the children of God, and the in all all-determining do- 
minion of God (1 Cor. xv. 28). See Rom. viii. 18-23 ; 1 Cor. xv. 54 ff. 
Comp. Eph. iv. 30. Beza aptly terms this final definitive redemption 
arodttpwow éAevdepocews. — The repiroinowe aitov (for avrov at the end does 
not apply, as it is usually referred, merely to rc déEyc, but also to rae mepi- 
notgo., Whereby the latter obtains its definite character, and the discourse 
gains in vividness and energy’) is the acquisition of God, i.e., the people ac- 


1 Pelagius, Lombard. + Estius, Flatt, Riickert, Schenkel, Bleek, 
2 In Zeller’s Jahrb. 1844, p. 383. a, 
3 See Herm. ad Viger. p. 708 ; Heindorf, ad 5 So also Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 29; 


Phaedr, p. 279; Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 241 [B. and Schenkel. 
T. 281). 
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quired by God for His possession, by which is here meant the whole body of 
Christians, the true people of God, acquired by God as His property by 
means of the redeeming work of Christ. Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 9; as also Acts 
xx. 28, where the Christian community is presented as the acquisition of 
Christ (comp. Tit. ii. 14). The expression quite corresponds to the Hebrew 
mm 720, by which the people of Israel is designated as the sacred pecu- 
lium Dei, ‘‘ peculiar treasure of God,” and opposed to the Gentiles. See 
Ex. xix. 5 ; Deut. vii. 6, xiv. 2, xxvi. 18 f. ; Ps. cxxxv. 4. The LXX. too, 
though usually expressing the notion of mao by repcotoroc, translate it, Mal. 
ii. 17, by weperoinore. Comp. also Isa. xlili. 21: Aady pov bv TEPLETOLNOAMLNY 
CAS) «7.2. The objection to this view,! that mrepuroinore never in itself, 
without defining addition, signifies the people of God,? entirely disappears 
when we take in the airoi : ‘‘unto redemption of His acquired possession, 
unto the praise of His glory.” Others, retaining likewise the signification of 
acquired possession, explained it in the neuter sense, like Calovius (comp. 


already Bugenhagen) : ‘‘plena fruitio redemtionis haereditatis nobis acqui- 
sitae,” “‘ the full fruition of the redemption of the inheritance acquired for 
us.” Comp. Matthies: ‘unto the redeeming of the promised glorious 


possession.” But how can it be said of the salvation acquired for us, that 
it is redeemed ? And the plena fruitio, ‘‘ full fruition,” isimported. Beza, 
wrongly denying the concrete use of repuroiyoic, insists upon the abstract 
notion of vindication, assertion, and specifies as the meaning : ‘‘ dum in liber- 
ationem vindicemur,” ‘‘until we are emancipated.” But this would need to 
be expressed by ele mepiroinow tho axodvtpdcewo (comp. 1 Thess. v. 9 ; 
2 Thess. ii. 14). The word is also taken in the abstract sense by those 
who understand it as preservation, conservatio,* like Bengel, Bos (‘‘re- 
demtio, quae salutem et conservationem affert,” ‘‘redemption which 
effects salvation and preservation”), Bretschneider (‘‘redemtio, qua vitae 
aeternae servamur,” ‘‘redemption whereby we are preserved unto eternal 
life”), Holzhausen (who, following Homberg, arbitrarily assumes aro. ri¢ 
mepix. to stand for aro. kal repiz.). But against these explanations it may 
be decisively urged that in the case of repiroinow the thought : unto ever- 
lasting life, or the like, is added arbitrarily, and that the assumed genitive 
relation does not arise out of the notion of droAbtpwouc, according to which 
the genitive is either the subject, which is redeemed (Luke xxi. 28 ; Rom. 
viii. 28), or expresses that, from which one becomes free (Heb. ix. 15 ; 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 178). To the erroneous attempts at explanation 
belongs also that 4 which takes ry¢ repirougoewe for rv reperoubeioav, the re- 
demption acquired for us, or (so Bleek) the redemption, which is to become our 
possession.® —eic éimawov tH¢ d6En¢ abtov] a climactic parallel to what goes 
before, containing as it does the jinal aim of God in the sealing with the 


1 Which is followed, after the Peshito and Patr. p. 6383; Plat. Defin. p. 415 C; Wetst. 
Oecumenius, by Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, II. p. 424. 


and most expositors, including Flatt, Rtick- 4 Vatablus, Koppe. 

ert, Meier, Harless, Olshausen, de Wette, 5 This sense, too, would in fact have 

Baumgarten-Crusius, Schenkel. needed to be expressed by eis mepurotnow 
2 See especially Koppe. THS aTOAVTPHTEWS, 


3 Heb. x. 89; 2 Chron. xiv. 13; Test. XII. 
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Holy Spirit. And thus has Paul accordingly reached what he had in view 
in the joining on of év ¢ cai tyeic, ver. 13, namely, the assigning to the 
Gentile-Christians the same ultimate destination, which he has in ver. 12 
predicated of the Jewish-Christians. — The reference of airov to God, as in 
vv. 12, 6, flows from éo¢pay., which is God’s act.? The glory of God is the 
final aim of the whole unfolding of salvation. 

Ver. 15.* Only now, after the general ascription of praise to God for the 
Christian economy of salvation, which had since ver. 3 flowed forth from 
him in an enraptured greeting, does Paul reach that, with which he is wont 
on other occasions at once to begin—the thanksgiving to God for the Chris- 
tian position of the readers, and intercession for them. — d:a tovro| has refer- 
ence to vv. 13, 14 : because this is the case, that ye too are in Christ and have 
been sealed with the Holy Spirit, etc. See already Theophylact. There is no 
reason for going farther back and referring it to the whole preceding devel- 
opment from ver. 3 onward,‘ since thanksgiving and intercession have 
reference to the readers, and it is only ver. 13 that has led over to the 
latter. — xayé| I also; for Paul knows that by his exercise of prayer, ver. 
16, he is co-operating with the readers. Comp. on Col. i. 9. — axotcac] does 
not serve to prove that the Epistle could not have been written to the Ephe- 
sians, or not to them alone (see Introd. § 1) ; Grotius in fact has already 
aptly remarked: ‘‘Loquitur autem apostolus de profectu evangelii apud 
Ephesios, ex quo ipse ab illis discesserat,” ‘‘the apostle speaks, moreover, of 
the progress of the Gospel among the Ephesians from the time when he had 
departed from them.” ° No doubt Olshausen® maintains that Paul so ex- 
presses himself as to make it apparent that with a great proportion of his 
readers he was not personally acquainted, appealing to Col. i. 4. But may 
he not here, as at Philem. 5, have heard respecting those who were 
known to him; what at Col. i. 4 he has heard respecting those who were 
previously wnknown to him? —ryv kal? tudo riotw] jfidem, quae ad vos 
pertinet, i.e., vestram fidem, ‘‘the faith which pertains to you, 2.e., 
your faith.” Comp. Acts xvii. 28, xvii. 15, xxvi. 3.7. The difference 
between 7 ka? tua¢ riotic and 7 riotic buov lies only in the form of concep- 
tion, not in the thing itself. Yet the mode of expression, not occurring 
elsewhere in the letters of the apostle, belongs to the peculiar phenomena of 
our Epistle. The assertion of Harless, that it denotes the faith of the 
readers objectively, as in itself a thing to be found among them, while 7 rioric 
tuov denotes it subjectively, according to its individual character in each one,*® 
is the less capable of proof, in proportion to the prevalent use among the 
later Greeks of the periphrasis of the genitival relation by kard.°— év ro 


1Not, with Estius and Hofmann, to 
Christ. 

2 See van Hengel, Annot. p. 198 ff. 

3On vy. 15-19, see Winzer, Commentat., 
Lips. 1886. 

4 Harless, Winzer, Schenkel, and others, 
following Oecumenius. 

5 Comp. Winzer, p. 5; Wiggers in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 480 f.; Wieseler, 


p. 445; and already Theodoret én Joc. 

® Comp Bleek. 

7 Thue. vi. 16.5 (17@ xar abtods Biw); Ael. 
V. H. ii. 12 ( kar’ avrov apery). 

® Comp. Matthies and Schenkel. 

® See Valckenaer, ad Luc. p. 4f.; Schaefer, 
ad Long. p. 330; Wesseling, ad Diod. Sie. 
xiv. 12. 
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xvpiy] belonging to rior (fidem vestram in Christo repositam, ‘‘ your faith 
reposed in Christ”), and blended without any connecting article into unity 
of idea with it. See on Gal. iii, 26. Winzer connects it with spac: 
‘‘fidem, quae vobis, Domino Jesu veluti insitis, . . . inest,” ‘‘ faith which 
is in you, as though you were in the Lord Jesus ;” but this is forbidden by 
the order of the words. — kat riv aydr. tiv ic révrac k.t.A.] Here, too, Paul 
might have left out the second article, so that the sense would be : xa? rd 
ayaryy imac éxew ei¢ révtac (comp. Col. i. 4), as at 2 Cor. vii. 7: roy tudy 
CyAov brép éuovd. But he has first thought of the notion of love in itself, and 
then added thereto, as a special important element, the thought, rj ei¢ 
mavrac t. dy. —ndvtac¢ ‘character Christianismi,” ‘‘the stamp of Chris- 
tianity,” Bengel. Comp. vi. 18; Philem. 5. We may add Chrysostom’s 
apt remark : ravrayov ovvdrre: Kal ovyKoAAd tiv riot Kal tiv aydnny Oavuacthy 
twa Evvepida, ‘* He everywhere joins and cements faith and love—a wonderful 
pair.” Comp. Gal. v. 6; 1 Cor. xiii. 

Ver. 16. 00 ratoza| a popular form of hyperbole. My thanksgiving—so 
full and urgent is it—can find no end. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 2 ; Luke ii. 87 ; 
Herod. vii. 107 : rotrov dé aivéwv ovk éxatero, ‘‘He did not cease praising 
this one.” —ebyapiorév brép budv| to give thanks on your account. On the 
participle, see Herm. ad Viger. p. 771; Bernhardy, p. 477 ; and on trép 
(super vobis, ‘‘over you”), comp. v. 20; Rom. i. 8, Elz. ; 1 Tim. ii. 1. — 
pvetav rolobpevoc éxl TOV Tpooevy. wov] accompanying definition to eyapiorér : 
while I make mention in my prayers. Comp. Rom. i. 9; 1 Thess. 1. 2; Phil. 
i. 3; Philem. 4. What Paul makes mention of is learned from the context, 
which furnishes not merely juév (Elz. ; see the critical remarks), but a 
more precise definition, namely : of what he has heard concerning the faith 
and love of the readers, and for which he gives thanks on their account. 
This pvelav rocotuevoc x.7.A., however, is not superfluous, and after ebyap. 
irép bu. self-evident ; but it serves, through the close joining on to it of the 
following iva «.r.2. (after ver. 16 only a comma is to be placed), as a means 
of leading over from the thanksgiving to the intercession connected with it, 
and is thereby accounted for. — éri] of the prevailing relations and circum- 
stances, in or under which anything takes place. See on Rom. i. 10. 

Ver. 17. ‘Ivaé Ocd¢ «.7.A.] contains the design cherished by Paul in the pveiav 

. Kpooevy. yov: inorder that God might give you, etc. In this expressed design 
is implied the intercessory tenor of the wveiay ro.eiobar; hence iva is not here to be 
deprived of its notion of design, nor is it to be explained’ by supplying before it 
the conception of ‘‘praying.” The apostle would say that what he has heard of 
their faith, etc., induces him to unceasing thanksgiving on their behalf, while 
he makes mention of it in his prayers to the end that God might give them, ete. 
The telic rac, Philem. 6, stands in another connection than the iva in our 
passage. See on Philem./.c. The optative dGn” is used, because the design 
is thought of as subjective conception and expectation, the realization of which 
is dependent entirely upon the will of God, and consequently belongs only 


1 Harless; comp. Riickert, Olshausen, of doin, see Buttmann, I, p, 507; Lobeck, 
Winer, § 41, and others. ad Phryn. p. 346. 
2Qn this form of later Greek instead 
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to the category of what is wished and possible. On iva with an optative’ 
after the present or future, see, generally, Hermann, ad Soph. Hl. 57 ; ad 
Aj. 1217 ; Reisig, ad Oed. Oh. p. 168 ff. ; Bernhardy, p. 407 ; and especially 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 622 ff. —6 Oed¢ tov Kupiov ju. I. X.| for God has sent 
Christ—who, having before all time proceeded from His essential nature 
(Col. i. 15), was the creative organ of the Father—forth in the fulness of 
the time in pursuance of His decree, to which the Son was obedient (Phil. 
ii. 8), has given Him up to death, raised and exalted Him, and is continually 
the Head of Christ (1 Cor. xi. 3), who even as ctrfpovoc, ‘ co-enthroned,” of 
the Father is subordinate to the Father (Rom. viii. 34), [See Note V., p. 38, 
by Am, Ed., on Galatians], and finally will give back to God the dominion 
which God has given to Him (1 Cor. xv. 27, 28). In the consciousness of 
His relation of dependence on God, Christ Himself calls the Father @edé¢ pov, 
John xx. 17; Matt. xxvii. 46. Comp. Col. ii. 2, Lachm. The opinion extorted 
in the anti-Arian interest from the Fathers,’ that 6 Ocd¢ Tov kup. applies to 
Christ’s human nature, and 6 raryp tH ddEnc to the divine,* isto be mentioned 
only as matter of history, asare also the forced construction, to which Meno- 
chiusand Vatablus were induced by a like prejudice to resort, that @zd¢ and 
thcddenc are to be taken together (rod kvpiov. . . rar#p being inserted), and 
the at least more skilful turn of Estius: ‘‘ Deus, qui est Domini nostri 
Jesu Christi pater gloriosus,” ‘‘God, who is the glorious father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ.” — 6 rary ri¢ 66Ene | the Father (namely, of Christians) to whom the 
glory (the majesty kar’ éfoypv, ‘‘ pre-eminently”) belongs. See on Acts vii. 
2, and1 Cor. ii. 8. The resolution into an adjective pater gloriosus, ‘‘ glori- 
ous father,”’* is in itself arbitrary, does not exhaust the eminent sense of % 
d6fa, and fails to perceive the oratorical force® of the substantival designa- 
tion. Others take rarfp in the derived sense of auctor, ‘‘ author,” ® so that 
God is designated as He, from whom the glory of the Christians’ proceeds. 
Certainly the idea of auctor, ‘‘ author,” may be expressed, specially in the 
more elevated style, by rarfp ;° but as this is nowhere else done by Paul, 
so here he has no reason for resorting to such an usage, to which besides the 
analogous expressions, O8d¢ tH¢ ddEnc, ‘‘ God of glory” (Ps. xxix. 3; Acts 
Vii. 2), Baovtede rH¢ dec, ‘‘King of glory” (Ps. xxiv. 7), kbpioc tHe dbEnc, 
‘Lord of glory” (1 Cor. ii. 8), XepovBiu dédénc, ‘‘ cherubim of glory” (Heb. 
ix. 5), are opposed. We may add, that the description of God by 6 Q¢dc 


1 Lachmann and Riickert (as also Fritz- 
sche, ad Rom. III. p. 230) write 66n with an 
iota subscriptum under y, so that it would 
thus be the Ionic subjunctive (Od. xii. 216). 
But often as the aorist subjunctive of didwuc 
occurs in the N.T., this Homeric form never 
presents itself. The form 46 in B is a man- 
ifest emendation. 

2 See Suicer, Thes. I. p. 944. 

3 Sdfav yap Thy Ociay picw wvouacer, ‘for 
he called the divine nature, glory!’ Theo- 
doret and Oecumenius ; comp. even Ben- 
gel and Bisping. 


4Beza, Calvin, Estius, Michaelis, and 


others. 

5 Hermann, ad Viger. p. 887. 

®Erasm. Paraphr.; Bucer, Cornelius & 
Lapide, Grotius, Wolf, and others, including 
Holzhausen and Olshausen. 

7 According to Grotius: of Christ and the 
Christians. 

8 Job xxxviii. 28; Jas. i. 17, where the 
gata are personified; Pind. Pyth. iv. 318, 
where Orpheus is called aodav rarjp; and 
see Ast, Lex. Plat. Ill. p. 66; Jacobs, ad 
Ach. Tat. p. 892 f. ; John viii. 44 is not here 
applicable. 
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. « . 66&y¢ stands in appropriate relation to the design of the intercession ; 
for of the God of Christ and Father of glory it is to be expected that He 
will do that, which the cause of Christ demands, and which serves to the 
manifestation of His own glory. Oecumenius rightly remarks : kai mpd¢ 7d 
mpokeluevor dvoudter Tov Oedv.—rvevua ocodiac x. aroKxadrty.| The Holy Spirit, 
too (for it is not the human spirit that is here meant, as Michaelis, Riickert, 
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek would take it"), Paul is wont to 
characterize mpd¢ 76 mpokeiuevov, Rom. viii. 2, 15 ; 2 Cor. iv. 18 ; Gal. vi. 1. 
Comp. 2 Tim. i. 7. Here: the Spirit who works wisdom and gives revelation 
(1 Cor ii. 10). The latter is a greater result of the work of the Spirit,? in 
accordance with which He not only by His enlightening operation fur- 
nishes wisdom (yvdo. Oeiov kK. avOpuriver rpayydtov Kal Tov TobTev aitiwr, 
“the knowledge of things divine and human, and of their causes,” 4 Macc. 
i. 16 ; conceived of, however, by Paul in reference to the Christian economy 
of salvation, comp. ver. 8), but further, as the organ of God, effects also 
special revelations of divine saving truths and purposes not otherwise 
known. Harless regards x. aroxa. as the objective medium, which brought 
about the state of cogia, so that the character of the cogia is more precisely 
defined by x. droxad. But in passages like Rom. i. 5, ydpuv k. aooroAgy, Xi. 
29, ra yapiopara K. 7 KAgjowc TOU Ocov, the discourse advances from the general 
to the special, not from the thing itself to its objective medium. Logically 
more natural, besides, would be the advance from the objective medium to 
the subjective state, according to which Paul would have written : aroxait- 
pew kat cogiac. Finally, the climactic relation, which is brought out in the 
two words under our view, makes the wish of the apostle appear more fer- 
vid and full, and so more in keeping with his mood. It is obvious of it- 
self, we may add, that Paul here desires for his readers, to whom in fact 
the Spirit has been already given from the time of their conversion (ver. 
13), a continued bestowal of the same for their ever-increasing Christian en- 
lightenment.* Baur, p. 487, conjectures here something of a Montanistic 
element. But it was not by the Montanists that the rvedua was first re- 
garded as the principle of Christian wisdom, etc. ; it isso already in the 
teaching of the whole N. T. — év émyvécer aitov| That aro does not apply 
to Christ,4 but to God (although we have not to write airov), is clear from 


1 Riickert: ‘‘God grant youa heart wise 7; 1 John iii. 24; Rom. v. 5, xi. 8). The 
and open for His revelations ;’’ de Wette: presence or absence of the article with 


“the quality of mind which consists in 
wisdom (mediate knowledge) and reve- 
lation (susceptibility for the immediate 
knowledge of divine truth”). According 
to Schenkel, it is the spirit wrought in the 
regenerate by the Holy Spirit. All this is 
opposed to the N. T. use of veda with the 
genitivus abstracti, ‘abstract genitive.” And 
nowhere in the N. T., where the being given 
is predicated of the mvedya, is it anything 
else than the objective mv., whether it be di- 
vine or demoniacal (Luke xi. 13 ; John iii. 34; 
Acts viii. 18, xv. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 8; 2 Tim. i. 


22 


mvedvua makes no difference; see on Gal. v. 
16. As to the singular expression mvedpa 
aywovrns, used of the Spirit ef Christ, in 
Rom. i. 4, see on that passage. 

2 But not, as Olshausen (comp. Grotius) 
maintains, the xapicua of prophecy, of 
which the more detailed exposition, ver. 
18 ff., showsnotrace. And Paul, in fact, is 
praying for aW his readers. See, however, 
1 Cor. xii. 29. 

3 Comp. Col. i. 9. 

4Beza, Calvin, Calovius, Baumgarten, 
Flatt. 
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the abrov of vv. 18, 19; it is only at ver. 20 that the discourse passes over 
to Christ. Nor is év émyv. abrod, with Chrysostom, Theophylact, Zachariae, 
Koppe (with hesitation), Lachmann, Olshausen (who was forced to this by 
his explaining rveiua cog. «. amoxad. in the sense of extraordinary charis- 
mata), to be attached to what follows, whereby the parallelism (rvevpa oo9. 
x. amok. is parallel with regwr. 7. 600. 7. kapd. du., and éy éncyv. ait. with eic¢ 70 
eldévac k.7.2.) Would without reason be destroyed ;’ but it denotes the sphere 
of mental activity, in which they, already at work therein (and that likewise 
through the Spirit, ver. 13), are to receive the spirit of wisdom and reve- 
lation.? Erroneously év is taken for eic,? or as per,* which latter would 
represent the knowledge of God as bringing about the communication of the 
Spirit, and so invert the state of the case. It is true that Calovius remarks: 
‘‘quo quis magis agnoscit Christum, eo sapientior fit et revelationem divini 
verbi magis intelligit,” ‘‘The more one acknowledges Christ, the wiser he 
becomes, and understands the revelation of the divine word the better ;” 
but the question is one, not of an agnitio, but of a cognitio, and not of un- 
derstanding the revelation of the word, but of a revelation to be received 
through the agency of the Holy Spirit. —In ériyvwour observe the force of 
the compound, which implies an evact and penetrating yvdcic, a8 18 very evi- 
dent especially from 1 Cor. xiii. 12, and is wrongly denied by Olshausen.° 
[See Note XIII., p. 353. ] 

Ver. 18. legwriopévove rode o¢OaApuove «.7.A.] is usually * taken as apposition- 
al, and made dependent on d@7 tuiv ; in which case it has been rightly ob- 
served that the translation should not be, with Luther : enlightened eyes, but, 
on account of the article: He may give to you the eyes enlightened, etc. 
But (1) in general an enlightened understanding is not proper to be set forth 
as in apposition to the Holy Spirit, but rather as the effect of the same. (2) The 
conception that God gives to them their eyes (which as such they already 
hawe) in the condition of enlightenment, as regwricwévovc, remains in any 
case an awkward one ; inasmuch as we should have to transform the giving, 
which was still a proper and actual giving in ver. 17, zeugmatically into the 
notion of making at ver. 18,” in order to remove the incongruity caused by 
the presence of the article. Bengel, with his fine insight, aptly remarks : 
‘* Quodsi d¢Garuob¢ esset sine articulo, posset in sensu abstracto sumi (enlight- 
ened eyes) et cum det construi,” ‘‘ But if 4¢6aAuote were without the article, 
it could be taken in an abstract sense (enlightened eyes) and be construed with 
det.” Hence, with Beza, Bengel, Koppe, Bleek, redwricy. is to be taken as 


1 See Harless. 
2 Comp. 2 Pet. i. 2. 


ismatic sense was the name—as it were, 
the terminus technicus, ‘‘ technical goal,” for 


3 Luther, Castalio Piscator, Cornelius & 
Lapide, Wolf, Bengel, Moldenhauer, Rosen- 
miller, and others. 

4 Erasmus, Caloyius, and others. 

5 Olshausen appeals to the fact that, just 
where the most exalted form of knowledge 
—the charismatic—is spoken of, the word 
employed is not émiyvwats, but yvaacs, 1 Cor. 
xii. 8, xiii. 8. Tvao.s, however, in the char- 


the thing—which as such was meant to de- 
note the essence, not the degree. Comp. 
Col. i. 9. 

§ As also by Rickert, Matthies, Meier, 
Holzhausen, Harless, Winzer, Olshausen, 
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Schenkel, 
Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 272. 

‘Flatt, following Heinsius, quite arbi- 
trarily supplies etvav. 
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the so-called accusative absolute, such as, from a mingling in the conception 
of two sorts of construction, is to be met with often also in classical writers 
—and that without repeating the subject (iudc) in the accusative (in opposi- 
tion to Buttmann)—instead of another case which would be required in 
strict accordance with the construction, particularly instead of the dative ;! 
and thus Beza’s proposal to read regwriouévore was entirely uncalled for.? 
Accordingly, re@wriou. relates to iuiv, and rove 696. is the accusative of more 
precise definition : enlightened in respect of the eyes of your heart, i.e., so that 
ye are then enlightened, etc., with which is expressed the result of the com- 
munication of the Spirit prayed for.° — rode sdfadn. tH¢ xapd. bu. | figurative 
designation of the wnderstanding,* which is enlightened, when man discerns 
the divine truth. The opposite : Rom. i. 21, xi. 8,10. The reference of 
the enlightenment to knowledge is necessarily given by d¢@admotc, and should 
not have been regarded as one-sided ; ® and the power of the new life is not 
here included under the regwriou., since it is not the heart in general, but 
the eyes of the heart that are set forth as enlightened, consequently the or- 
gan of cognition.® — xapdia] does not merely denote, according to the popular 
biblical usage, the faculty of emotion and desire,’ but is the concrete ex- 
pression for the central seat of the psychico-pneumatic personality, conse- 
quently embracing together all the agencies (thinking, willing, feeling) in 
the exercise of which man has the consciousness of his personal inward ex- 
perience ; in which case the context must suggest what side of the self-con- 
scious inner activity of life (here, the cognitive) is in particular to be thought 
of.® —eic 7d eidévar buac] aim of redwriop. x.7.2. : in order that ye may know 
what (quanta, ‘‘ how great’’) 2s the hope of His calling, i.e., what a great and 
glorious hope is given to the man, whom God has called to the kingdom of 


limeoti soe Spdcos adurvévwv KAVovTav 
aptiws dveipatwy, Soph. #l. 479 f.; Plat. 
Lach. p. 186 D; Thue. v. 79. 1. 

2Comp. Acts xxvi. 3. See, generally, 
Brunck, ad Soph. l.c.; Jacobs, ad Athen. 
p. 973; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 176 D, 
and ad Rep. pp. 386 B, 500 C, 586 E; Ktihner 
and Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2.1; Nagelsb. 
on Iliad, ed. 3, p. 181. 

31 Thess. iii. 13; Phil. iii. 21; Hermann, 
ad Viger. p. 897 f.; Pflugk, ad Hur. Hee. 
690. 

4 Plat. Pol. vii. p. 583.D: 7d rhs WuxAs oupa, 
Soph. p. 254 A; comp. Ovid. Met. xv. 64, 
and see Grotius and Wetstein. 

5 In opposition to Harless. 

6 Comp. Clem. ad Cor. 1.19: éuBrAépomev 
Tois Sppace THs WuxAs els TO pmaxpddupov 
dro BovAnua, ‘Let us look with the eyes 
of our soul to his long-suffering will ;’ and 
1. 36: AvedxIycav Hudv ot dPIarpoi THs Kap- 
dias, ‘‘ The eyes of our heart were opened.” 

7 Olshausen, Opusc. p. 159 ; Stirm in the 
Trib. Zeitschr. 1834, 3, p. 53. 

8 Comp. Rom. i. 21; 2 Cor. iv. 6; Heb. iv. 
12; Phil. iv. 7; 2 Pet. i. 19; and see, on the 


activity of the heart in thinking and cog- 
nition, Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 248 f., as also 
Krumm, de notionib. psychol. Paul. p. 50. 
The observation of the latter, that the 
cognitive activity of the heart is based on 
internal experience (which, however, holds 
good not only as to St. Paul, but also else- 
where in the N. T.), is not refuted by the re- 
joinder of Delitzsch, p. 177. In this very 
passage (comp. iii. 18) the cognition is not 
merely discursive, but the experience, in 
which it has its root, is that of the divine 
communication of the Spirit and enlighten- 
ment. Analogous is the case with 2 Cor. 
iv. 6. As to Phil. iv. 7, see on that passage. 
The heart, as the seat of self-consciousness 
and of the conscience, is the receptacle of 
experience and elaboratesit. Comp. Beck, 
bibl. Seelent. p. 67. Tf it does not admit the 
experience, or does not elaborate it unto 
saving knowledge, it is closed (Acts xiv. 
16), hardened (Eph. iy. 18), slothful (Luke 
xxiv. 25), covered as with a veil (2 Cor. iii. 
15), void of understanding, etc. See also 
Oehler in Herzog’s Hncykl. VI. p. 17. 


840 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


the Messiah, by means of that calling (rye KAgo. is genitive of the efficient 
cause). éric, accordingly, is not here, any more than elsewhere (Rom. 
viii. 24 ; Gal. v. 5; Col. i. 5, al.), res sperata, ‘‘ object hoped for,” as the 
majority, including Meier and Olshausen, take it. Observe also here the 
three main elements in the subjective state of Christians : faith, and love, and 
hope (vv. 15, 18); in presence of faith and love the enlightenment by the 
Holy Spirit is to make the glory of hope more and more known ; for the 
roaiteywa Of Christians is in heaven (Phil. iii. 20), whither their whole 
thoughts and efforts are directed. Faith, with the love which accompa- 
nies it, remains the centre of Christianity ; but hope withal encourages and 
animates by holding before them the constant object of their aim.’ This in 
opposition to Weiss, who here finds hope brought into prominence, ‘‘ quite 
after the Petrine manner,” as the centre of Christianity.? — Kai tic 6 rAobto¢ 
x.t.A] this is now the object of the hope. The repetition of ric, as well as the 
kal tig . . . Kai ri, has rhetorical emphasis (comp. Rom. xi. 34 f.); and, in 
6 rhovroc tHE ObENE THE KAnpovomiag avtov, What a copious and grand accumula- 
tion, mirroring, as it were, the weightiness of the thing itself ! which is not 
to be weakened by adjectival resolution of the genitives.* dééa, glory, is the 
essential characteristic of the Messianic salvation to be received from God 
as an inheritance at the Parousia (Rom. viii. 17); and how great the rich 
JSulness of this glory is, the readers are called to realize. év roi¢ dyiow does 
not mean : in the Holiest of all (Heb. ix. 12), as Homberg and Calovius con- 
jectured, for this is not suggested by the context ; but : among the saints 
(Num. xvili. 23; Job xlii. 15 ; Acts xx. 32, xxvi. 18); for the community 
of believers (these are the ayco:, i. 1, 4), inasmuch as they are to be the sub- 
jects of the Messianic bliss, is the sphere, outside of which this rAobro¢ k.7.A. 
will not be found. Comp. 6 kAgpoc tév dyiwv, Col. i. 12. It is connected 
with the éori to be mentally supplied after ric, so that we have to translate, 
as is required by the article before Aovroc : what, t.e., how great and exceed- 
ing, is the riches, etc., among the saints. Harless objects that Paul must 
have written 6 év roi¢ dyiowc, and that év toi¢ dyioe receives unduly the main 
stress. But the construction ric éoriy 6 mAovTo¢ év Toic¢ ayiog is in fact logical- 
ly quite correct, and év roic¢ dyiowe would have of necessity the main empha- 
sis only if it stood after ric. Usually * év roi¢ dyioue is regarded as an appen- 
dage to r#¢ KAypovou. avrov : ‘‘the inheritance given by God among the 
saints,” in connection with which Riickert, quite at variance with N. T. 
usage, explains oj dy of the ‘‘ collective body of morally good beings in 
the other world.” But since 7 xAnpovouia Oeov is completely and formally 
defined by this very soi (airov), and does not first receive its completeness 
by means of év roi¢ dyiowe (see, on the contrary, Rom. viii. 17; Gal. iv. 7), 
this more precisely defining addition must have been attached by means of 
tc, and passages like Rom, ix. 3; 1 Tim. vi. 17; 1 Cor. x. 18; 2 Cor. vii. 7 
(see Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p, 195 f.), are not analogous. If abrov were not 


1 Comp. Rom. v. 2, viii. 18 ff.; 1 Cor. ix. 3 Comp. Col. i. 27; 2 Cor. iv. 17. 
24 ff.; 2 Cor. iv. 17, xiii. 12 f.; Gal. vi. 9; 4As by Rickert, Harless, Winzer, Ols- 
Phil. iti, 12 ff. ; Col. i. 28, iii. 1 ff. hausen, but not by Koppe and de Wette. 


j 2 Petrin, Lehrbegr. p. 427. 
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in the text, év roic dyiovg might be the definition of the kAnpovoyia here meant, 
and blended with rij¢ xAnpovouiac so as to form one idea. We may add, that 
Harless wrongly refers to the riches of the glory, etc., preponderantly to the 
present earthly Baovrsia rod Ocov. Comp. de Wette. It is only the future 
kingdom of God, to be set up at the Parousia, that is the object of the «y- 
povouia (1 Cor. vi. 9, xv. 50; Gal. v. 21; Eph. v. 5; Matt. xxv. 34); and 
here in particular the context (Aric, ver. 18 ; éyelpac «.t.4., ver. 20) still 
points to the future glory, which Paul realizes as already present. 

Ver. 19 ff. After the object of the hope, there is now set forth also that by 
which it is realized, namely, the infinite power of God shown in the resurrec- 
tion, etc., of Christ : and what (quanta, ‘‘ how great”) is the exceeding (sur- 
passing all measure) greatness of His power in relation to us who believe. The 
construction is as in the preceding portion, and consequently such, that cic 
Lac Tove Teor. attaches itself not to rc duvau. adtod,' but to the éori to be 
mentally supplied after ri. — From the context preceding (éAmi¢ KAnpovopitac) 
and following (ver. 20 f.) it is clear that Paul is not here speaking of the 
power of God already in the earthly life manifesting itself as regards believ- 
ers in their inward experience,’ not even of this as included,* but only of the 
power to be shown as regards believers im futwre at the Parousia, where this 
mighty working displayed in Christ’s resurrection, exaltation, and appoint- 
ment as Head of the church, must necessarily, in virtue of their fellowship 
with Christ, redound to the fulfilment of the hope, to the dé£a ric KAnpovouiag 
(see vv. 20-23). Hence Paul continues: xara tiv évépyesav x.t.A.] This is 
indeed connected by many with rove morebovtac,* in which case the morebew 
appeared as consequence of the évépyera x.t.1., aS Epyov Osov-—a View which 
was helped among the older expositors® by the interest of opposition to 
Pelagian and Socinian opinions ; but in this way the whole course of thought 
is deranged, and the simple and solemn exposition in ver. 20 is made sub- 
servient to an expression quite immaterial, which Paul might equally well 
have omitted (rot¢ riotebovrac). It is not the design, according to the con- 
nection, to prove the origin of faith. Chrysostom, Calvin, Calixtus, Estius, 
Grotius, and others, including Meier and Winzer, have found in xara rap 
évépy. x.t.A, an amplification ® of 7d dmepB. péyeboc «.t.2. But in this way 
all that follows would only be destined to hold the disproportionate place 
of a description, and would be isolated from eic¢ 76 eidévar tuac, which yet was 
the definite basis of the discourse hitherto ; and this isolation there is no 
reason to assume. Hence we have to take kara r. évépy. «.7.2. as the ground 
of knowledge of the preceding point. What is the exceeding greatness of the 
divine power towards believers, the readers are to know i virtue of the 
operation, etc. ; in accordance with this operation they were to measure that 
exceeding greatness. Harless refers it not merely to the preceding point, 


1 Meier, Harless, de Wette, Baumgarten- © 3 Schenkel. 
Crusius, Bleek, after many older expositors; 4See Erasmus, Calovius, Rosenmiiller, 
comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 4. Flatt, Riickert, Matthies, and others. 

2 Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Photius, 5 See, especially, Calovius. 
Theophylact, Erasmus, and others, includ- 6 De Wette: the real ground ; comp. also 


ing Flatt, Matthies, Riickert, Meier, Har- Bleek. 
less. 
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but to all the three points adduced after ei¢ rd eidévat buac. But, as the évép- 
yea Tow Kpatove THC iaxvboc, corresponds simply to the notion of the divayic, we 
are not entitled to refer farther back than to the point in which the divaycc 
was spoken of. — riv évépy. Tod Kpar. THe tox bog avTov} a touching accumulation 
of terms, presenting the matter in genetic form ; for iayt¢ is strength in itself 
as inward power, as vis or virtus (Mark xii. 30 ; 2 Pet. ii. 11), xparoc, might 
expressing itself in overcoming resistance, in ruling, etc. (Luke i. 51 ; Acts 
xix. .206 Eph: vi..105 Col: i, 11; Heb. i. 145 Dan ive 272; Isade28), 
and évépyeza, the efficacious working, the active exertion of power.’ The Vul- 
gate aptly renders: ‘‘secundum operationem potentiae virtutis ejus,” ‘‘ac- 
cording to the operation of the power of his virtue,” and Bengel remarks : 
“>. évépyecav, haec actus est, ‘i.e., an act ;’ tov xpdrove, hoc in actu est,’ ‘i1.e., 
in act.’” 

Ver. 20. "Hy] namely, évépyecav ; see Winer, p. 205. —év 76 XpiorH| in the 
case of Christ. —éyelpac] aorist participle, contemporaneous with the act of 
the verb, like yrwpicac, ver. 9.2 — kai éxaOucev| deviation from the participial 
construction after xai.* — év roic érovpav.] in the heaven (see on ver. 3), is not to 
be transformed into the vague conception of a status coelestis, of a higher rela- 
tion to the world, and the like,* but to be left as a specification of place. [See 
Note XIV., p. 353seq.] For Christ is with glorified body, as civOpovoc, ‘‘ co- 
enthroned,” of the Father on the seat where the Divine Majesty is enthroned 
(see on Matt. vi. 9), exalted above the heavenly angels (ver. 21), in heaven 
(Phil. iii. 20 f.) ; so Stephen beheld Him (Acts vii. 55), and the seer of the 
Apocalypse (Rev. v., al.) ; and from thence, surrounded by the angels, He 
will return, even as He has bodily ascended thither (1 Thess. iv. 16 ; Acts i. 
11, iii. 21; 1 Pet. iti. 21 f. ; Matt. xxiv. 30, xxv. 31) ; hence also those 
who arise and are changed at the Parousia are caught up eic aépa, ‘‘ into 
the air,” to meet the Lord coming from heaven (1 Thess. iv. 17). Up to 
that time He intercedes for us at the right hand of the Father (Rom. viii. 
34). The true commentary on éxdfioev év deka abtov év Toic éroup, is accord- 
ingly, Mark xvi. 19 : aveAqeOy cic Tov otspavoy Kal éxdbicev éx SeE@v Tod Ceod. 
And our passage itself, ver. 20 ff. (comp. iv. 10), is the commentary on 6 
Osd¢ avrov trepiuce k.t.A. Phil. ii. 9. 

Ver. 21 is no parenthesis, since neither the construction nor the logical 
progress of the thought is interrupted. — irepdvw expresses not the infinite 
exaltedness,’ nor yet the dominion over,® although the latter is implied 
in the nature of the case, but simply : wp above (Heb. ix. 5 ; Ezek. i. 26, 
vill. 2; Deut. xxviii. 1; Cant. tr. puer. 37; Tob. 1°38; Ael. V. H. ix. 7; 
Polyb. xii, 24. 1). The opposite is troxdtw, Mark vi. 11; Heb. ii. 8. — 


rdone apace . . . Kvpidrytoc is neither to be understood, with Schoettgen, of 


1 For similar combinations of words hay- action, regarded from the standpoint of the 


ing a kindred sense, see Lobeck, Paralip. I. 
p. 534 f. Comp. Soph. Philoct. 590: mpos 
toxvos Kpatos. JOb xxi. 23 (LXX.). 

2 Tn connection with this, observe the in- 
terchange of the perfect (évyjpynxev, see the 
critical remarks) and the aorist (éyetpas) : 
which (working) He has wrought (concluded 


writer), when He raised, etc. 

3 See Hermann, ad Soph. Hl. p. 153, and 
note on Col. i.6; Buttm. newt. Gr. p. 327 f. 
[E. T. 382]. 

4 Calovius, Harless, Hofmann, and others. 

5 The Greek Fathers, Beza, Estius. 

6 Bengel. 
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the Jewish hierarchs, nor, with van Til,’ of the various grades of Gentile 
rulers, nor, with Morus, of human powers in general, nor, with Erasmus, 
Vorstius, Wolf, Zachariae, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Olshausen, and others, of 
quodeumque gloriae et dignitatis genus, ‘any kind of glory and dignity” 
(comp. 1 Cor. xv. 24); but, as is shown by the immediate context (éxdfcev 
. . . & toi¢ érovpav.) and the analogous passages, iii. 10, Col. i. 16, Rom. 
viii. 38 (comp. also 1 Pet. iii. 22), of the angels, who are designated accord- 
ing to their classes of rank (abstracta pro concretis, ‘‘ abstracts for concretes”), 
and, in fact, of the good angels, since the apostle is not here speaking (as in 
1 Cor. xv. 24) of the victory of Christ over opposing powers, but of His exal- 
tation above the existing powers in heaven. See, moreover, on Rom. viii. 
38. In opposition to Hofmann, who? would find in the different designa- 
tions not any order of rank, but only various relations to God and the world, 
see Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 291 ff.° Christ Himself already, Matt. xviii. 
10, assumes a diversity of rank among the angels ; it is thus the more arbi- 
trary, that expressions evidently in stated use, which in the case of two 
apostles and then in the Test. XZJ. Patr. correspond to this idea (even apart 
from the Jewish doctrine of classes of angels) should not be referred to it. 
More precise information, however, as to the relations and functions of the 
different grades of angels* is not to be given, since Paul does not himself 
enter into particulars on the point, and the Rabbinical theory of classes of 
angels, elaborated under the influence of Platonism, yet dissimilar,* is not 
in keeping with the designations of the apostle,® and has evidently been 
elaborated at a later date. It is nevertheless probable that the order of suc- 
cession is here arranged according to a descending climaw ; for (1) the apos- 
tle, in looking at the matter, proceeds most naturally from above downward, 
from the right hand of God to the heavenly beings which hold the neat 
place beneath Him, and so on; (2) the apyai, é€ovoia, and duvduecc are 
always mentioned in the same order (iii. 10; Col. i. 16, ii. 10; 1 Pet. iii. 
22); the é£ovcia, however, with the @pdvoc (Col. i. 16) are’ placed in the 
seventh heaven, and the dvvdyece only in the third (p. 547), as, indeed, in 
Jamblichus, vy. 21, p. 186, the dvrvauerc are placed far below the apya/. Ac- 
cording to this, the @pdévor and kvpiéryrec, Col. i. 16, would be placed in 
juxtaposition as the two extremes of the angelic series. Another view is 
taken by Hahn, Theol. d. V. T. I. p. 297 £.—That Paul, moreover, sets 
forth Christ as exalted above the angel-world, with a polemic purpose in 
opposition to the Opyoxeia ayyézuv of the Gnosis of Asia Minor (comp. Col. 
ii. 18),° is not to be assumed, since the form of the representation maintains 
1In Wolf. nation has its basis in the fact that classes or 
2 Schriftbew. I. p. 347. categories of personal beings are expressed, 
2 Comp. also Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 558 f. just as, ¢.g., ¢€ovoia issaid of human author- 
4Ignatius, Zrail. 5, calls them rés tromo3- _—_tties, which consist of persons. 
ecias Tas ayyeAtkds. Comp. also Hermas, 5 See Eisenmenger, Hntdeckt. Judenth. I. 


Past. i. 3, 4. But if the apxat x.7.A. are p. 874; Bartolocci, Bibl. Rabb. I. p. 267 ff. ; 
angels, they are also conceived of as person- _ Gfrorer, Jahrh. d. Heils, I. p. 357 ff. 


dl, not as ‘principles and potencies, pow- 
ers, forces, ordinances, and laws” (Bey- 
schlag, Christol. d. N. T. p. 244), consequent- 
ly in an abstract sense. The abstract desig- 


® See Harless in Joc. ; Fritzsche, ad Rom. 
II. p. 226. 

7 Test. XII. Patr. p. 548. 

8 Bucer, Estius, Hug, and others. 
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purely a positive character, and the thing itself was so natural to the Chris- 
tian consciousness generally (comp. Heb. i. 4), and to the connection in the 
case of our passage in particular, as to need no polemic occasion in order to 
its being expressed, and expressed with such solemnity. Even a purpose 
of guarding against possible infection on the part of such a Gnosis’ is at 
least not expressed or more specially indicated ; it may, however, have still 
been partially present to the mind of the apostle from the sphere of thought 
of the previously composed Epistle to the Colossians. Comp. Introd. § 4. 
—xat ravrog dvouatog k.t.4.] and, i.e., and generally,? above every name which 
is named. Let any name be uttered, whatever it is, Christ is above it, is 
more exalted than that which the name so uttered affirms. Comp. Phil. ii. 
9. That dvoua is here dignitatis potentiaeve nomen, ‘‘a name of dignity or 
power,” * as Hom. Od. xxiv. 93 ; Strabo, vi. p. 245 (év dvduare eivar), and the 
like,* is not to be supposed on account of évouafouévov, since this makes the 


simple literal meaning name the only possible one ; ° and, if Morus and 


Harless ° have supplied the notion underlying the preceding abstract nouns: 
‘Cabove every name, namely, of stich character,” they have done so arbitra- 
rily, as ravréc stands without restrictive addition. av dvoua is quite gen- 
eral : any name whatever ; from the heavenly powers, above which Christ is 


placed, the glance of the apostle stretches to every (created) thing generally, 


which may anyhow be named. Comp. zavra, ver. 22.— ov pévov k.t.A.] 
cannot belong to éxdOicev x.7.2.,7 since éxaGicev is an act, which has taken 
place in the aidy airoc, but it belongs to dvouafou.: which is named in the 
present world-period, before the Parousia, and in the future one, after the 
Parousia, As to aidy obroc and aidp pédAwv, see on Matt. xii. 82, ‘‘ Natural 
and supernatural order of the world,” * and similar conceptions, are not to 
be substituted for the historical idea. 

Ver. 22. While Paul has before been setting forth the exaltation of Christ 
over all things, he now expresses the subjection therewith accomplished of all 
things under Ohrist: kai ravta . . . avtov, with which consequently the 
same thing—the installation into the highest kvpcdry¢ (Phil. ii. 10 f.)—is ex- 
pressed, only from another point of view (from below, from the standpoint 
of the object subjected ; previously from above, from the seat of the exalted 
Lord), in order to present it in a thoroughly exhaustive manner. Such a 
representation is not tautological, but emphatic. Theodoret, with whom 
Harless agrees, makes the purpose : kal rv rpogntixyy exhyaye paptupiar, ‘‘ He 
also introduced the prophetical testimony.” But the words, while doubt- 
less a reminiscence of Ps. viii. 7 (6), in such wise that Paul makes the expres- 
sion of the Psalm his own, are not a citation, since he does not in the least 
indicate this, as he has done at 1 Cor. xv. 27 by the following éray 02 eiry. 
Certainly, however, he recognized that, which is said in Ps. viii. of man as 
such, as receiving its antitypical fulfilment in the exalted Christ (see on 


1 Schneckenburger, Olshausen. 5 Comp. Plato, Soph. p. 262 B. 
2 See Fritzsche, ad Matth. pp. 786, 870. ® Comp. also Michaelis and Riickert. 
3 Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, and others. 7 Morus, Koppe ; comp, already Beza and 


4 See Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. p. 346; Jacobs, Zanchius. 
ad Anthol. IX. p. 226. iy § Schenkel. 
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1 Cor. J.c., comp, also Heb. ii. 8), and thereby it was the more natural for him, 
when speaking here of the dominion of Christ, to appropriate the words of 
the Psalm. — rdvra has the emphasis, like réon¢ and ravréc before. All— 
all that is created — God has subjected to Christ. If Paul had meant sim- 
ply all that resists Christ,’ he must have said so, since there is no mention of 
subjecting what is hostile either before or in the eighth Psalm. — xa? abrov 
x.t.A.] and Him, the One thus exalted and ruling over all, Him even He 
gave, etc.; observe the emphasis of the airév prefixed. What dignity of the 
church in Him / — éduxe] is usually taken in the sense of r/@yu ;? but here 
as arbitrarily as at iv. 11. Grotius and Riickert rightly take it as: He gave 
him . . . to the church. Tf Paul had conceived of 74 éxxa. not as dependent 
on édoxe, but as attached to xed. brép rdvra, it would be difficult to see why 
he should not have written ric éxxAnotac.? “Comp. Col. i. 18. — inép révra] 
exalted above all things, is neither transposed : * ‘ipsum super omnia (se. pos- 
itum) dedit ecclesiae ut caput ejus,” ‘‘ He gave Himself placed above all 
things as Head of his Church,” Grot.; nor does it signify especially (éxi 
mao, vi. 16), as Boyd and Baumgarten would have it ; nor is it, in its true 
connection with xedad., to be taken as swmmum caput, ‘‘the supreme head,” ® 
by which, according to Koppe and Olshausen, it is meant to be indicated 
that Christ is higher than the apostles, bishops, etc. In opposition to this 
interpretation, it may be decisively urged that only One Head to the church 
can at all be thought of, and that dvra here calls for the same explanation 
as above in the case of révra iréraé. Hence rather : and Him He gave as 
Head over all things (to which position, as just shown, He had exalted Him) 
to the church (Christians as a whole). Since He, as Head over all things, was 
given to the church, it is obvious that He was to belong to her in a very 
special sense as her own Head ; hence itis, in accordance with a well-known 
breviloquentia,*® unnecessary to supply xepaAgv again before rj éxxa. 

Ver. 23 gives information (#ric, ut quae, ‘‘as it is,” denotes the attribute 
as belonging to the nature of the éxxAnoia ; see Kiihner, II. p. 497) as to the 
relation in which the church stands to this Head given to it. It is the body 
of the Head. — 76 céyua aitrov] namely, in the mystical sense, according to 
the essential fellowship of spirit and of life, which unites the collective 
mass of believers with Christ, their Ruler, into an integrant and organic 
unity, wherein each single individual is a member of Christ in Christ’s body. 
Comp. ii. 16, iv. 4, 12, 16, v. 28, 80; Col. i. 18, 24, ii. 19, iii. 15; Rom. 
xii. 5; 1 Cor. vi, 15, x. 17, xii, 18, 27.— 76 mAgpopua tov ta mévta év raoe 


1 Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Holzhausen, Ols- 
hausen. 

2 Harless: “and installed Him as Head 
over all things for the church ;”’ comp. Hof- 
mann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 117. 

3 Hofmann indeed thinks that, if éSwxe rj 
éxkAnoia were to be taken together, Paul 
would not have inserted kepaad. vmép mavra. 
But why not? The very position assigned 
to xed. dn. ., as placed apart from avr, is 


in keeping with the importance of this defi- - 


nition of quality, which at the same time, 
so placed, brings together with striking em- 
phasis irép ravra and 74 exxA. Christ has He 
given as Head over ali things to the church. 
So high and august is His esteem for it ! 

4 Peshito, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Eras- 
mus, Grotius, Estius, and others. 

5 Beza, Morus, Koppe, Riickert, Holzhau- 
sen, Meier, Olshausen, Bleek, comp. Mat- 
thies. 

6 Matthiae, p. 1583; Kiihner, II. p. 602. 
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rAnpovu.] a significant explanatory parallel to rd ca abtod, which more pre- 
cisely characterizes the relation of the church to Christ, in so far as the latter, 
as Head over all, is also its Head ; and that in non-jigurative language. The 
church, namely, is the Christ jilled, i.e., that which is filled) by Him,' in 
so far, namely, as Christ, by the Holy Spirit, dwells and rules in Chris- 
tians, penetrates the whole Christian mass with His gifts and life-powers, 
and produces all Christian life (Rom. viii. 9, 10 ; 2 Cor. ili. 17 ; John xv. 
5; Eph. iii. 17 ; Col. i. 27). His presence and activity, through the medium 
of the Spirit, fills the collective Christian body. And Christ, by whom the 
Christian church is filled, is the same who jilleth the all (i.e., the rerum univer- 
sitas, ‘‘ universe of things,” whose Head He is, ver. 22) with all, for by Him 
was the world created, and by Him, as the immanent ground of life (Heb. i. 
3), is it maintained and governed (1 Cor. viii. 6; Col. i. 16 ff. ; Usteri, 
Lehrbegr. p. 315 ff.) ; hence this interpretation of év rao: yields no intoler- 
able sense,? but is entirely Pauline. Accordingly, by the fact that the church 
is named the rifpwua of. Christ, the idea that Christ is the Head of the 
church, of His body, receives elucidation ; and by the characteristic desig- 
nation rov ra rdvta év aor TApovm., is elucidated the conception, that He as 
Head over all is Head of the church, ver. 22. —ré rAfjpwua is here (comp. 
generally on ver. 10) equivalent to 1d rerAypopuévor, ‘‘that which is filled.” 
Thus, as is well known, not only are ships’ cargoes or crews,* but also the 
ships themselves—so far as they are freighted or manned—called zAnpéuara ;* 
thus it is said in Philo, de praem. et poen. p. 920, of the soul : yevouévn dé 
rAgpwoua aperov ; thus among the Gnostics the supersensible world is called 
70 TAgpwpa, the filled, in opposition to 7d kévoua, the empty, the world of the 
senses.° See also Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 470. év raou is not : everywhere,® 
in all modes of manifestation,’ in all points,® or the like ; but instruwmental,° 
as at v.18 : with all; and rAnpovuévov is middle, as in Xen. Hell. v. 4. 56, vi. 
2. 14 ; Dem. p. 1208, 14; 1221, 12, in connection with which the medial 
sense is not to be overlooked : qui sibi implet ; for Christ is Lord and final 
aim (ver. 22; Col. i. 16; Heb. ii. 10) of all. Comp. Barnabas, Hp. 12: 
Exerc Kal év TobTw THY OdEay Tod Inoov, STL év a’TO TavTa Kal etc avTdv, ‘‘ you have 
also in this the glory of Jesus ; for in Him and to Him are all things.” The 
ubiquity of the body of Christ, which our text was formerly employed to 
defend (see especially Calovius), and even now is once more adduced to 


1 Not, as Elsner (Qéss. p. 204) would take 5 Baur, Gnosis, pp. 157, 462 ff. 


it: that by which Christ is filled, against which 
there would be doubtless no linguistic ob- 
jection (see Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 469 f.), 
but it may be urged that the church is not 
to be thought of as dwelling in Christ, but 
Christ as dwelling in the church (1 Cor. iii. 
16; 2 Cor. vi. 12; Eph. ii. 22), and that the 
following paraphrastic designation of 
Christ would not be in keeping with that 
conception. 

2 Schenkel. 

3 Dem. 565, 1. 

* Lucian, V. Z. ii. 87, 38. 


6 Baumgarten-Crusius. 

7 De Wette, Bleek. 

8 Harless. 

® Comp. Plut. de plac. phil. 1.7.9: émdAjpwrto 
év wakap.oTyte, ‘* He was filled with blessed- 
ness.”? Paul himself has employed zAnpody 
with such varied construction (with the da- 
tive, Rom. i. 29; with the genitive, Rom. 
xv. 14; with the accusative, Col. 1. 9), that 
even the combination with év cannot sur- 
prise us,—a combination which he has also 
in Phil. iv. 19. 
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prove (Philippi, Dogm. IV. 1, p. 484), is the less to be found here, seeing that 
the év xaov, to be taken instrumentally, makes us think only of the all-pene- 
trating continuous activity of Christ. [See on ver. 20, Note XIV., p. 353 seq. ] 
The continuity of this activity is implied in the present mAypouu., in which 
Hofmann, II. 1, p. 589, finds a gradual development, and that of the resto- 
zation of the world ; of which last there is here no mention at all, but, on 
the contrary, of the upholding and governing of the world, as Col. i. 17; 
Heb. i. 3.’ As regards the explanations that differ from ours, we may 
remark—(1) Many, who have rightly apprehended 76 rAgpwua and rAnpovpévon, 
wrongly restrict ra révta év rao to the spiritual operations in the Christians, 
either, as Grotius : ‘‘Christus in omnibus, credentibus sc., implet omnia, 
mentem luce, voluntatem piis affectibus, corpus ipsum obsequendi facultate, 
ad quae dona perpetua accedebant primis temporibus etiam yapiovara illa 
mveyuatixa, etc.,” ‘Christ in all, viz., believing fills all things, the mind 
with light, the will with godly dispositions, the very body with the power 
of obedience, to which perpetual gifts there were added in the first times 
also the spiritual yapiopara,” etc., or, as Flatt (comp. Zachariae and Morus): 
‘“who fills all without distinction of nations, Jews and Gentiles, everywhere, 
or always [év aor ?], with good.” In this view the fact is overlooked that 
Ta rdvra, after the preceding kedadgv brép ravra, admits of no sort of limita- 
tion, and that, if rot . . . rAnpovuévov were designed only to say how far 
the church is the rAfpwua of Christ, this whole addition would be quite as 
superfluous for the Christian consciousness as it would be indistinctly ex- 
pressed. We have, on the contrary, in 7d tAfpwpua Tod k.7.2. a Climax of the 
representation, which advances from that which the church is in relation to 
Christ (+6 rAgpwpa adrov) to His relation towards the universe (hence, too, ra 
mavra is prefixed).? (2) Since airot and rob ra 7. év 7. rAnpovu. are signifi- 
cantly parallel, and no change of subject is indicated ; and since, on the 
other hand, the thought, that the church is the rAgpaua of God, would be 
inappropriate here, where the idea : Christ is its head, is dwelt on,—all ex- 
planations fall to the ground which refer rot rAypovu. to God, such as that 
of Theodoret : éxkAnoiav . . . 
TAgpoua éexAhpoce yap avtyv ravtodardv yapioudtov «.t.2., and of Koppe, by 
whom the sense is alleged to be : ‘‘the whole wide realm of the All-Ruler!” 
Comp. Rosenmiiller. Homberg, Parerg. p. 289, Wetstein (‘‘Christus est 
plenitudo, gloria patris omnia in omnibus implentis,” ‘‘ Christ is the fulness, 
the glory of the Father filling all in all’), and Meier refer the genitive to 
God, but regard 1d rAfpopya as apposition to airdv ; Meier : ‘‘ Him, the ful- 
ness of Him who filleth all in all ; for in Christ there dwells the fulness of 
God (Col. ii. 9), and it is God who fills the universe” (Jer. xxiii. 24, al.). 
This explanation is manifestly involved, makes #ri¢ éord_ 7d cOua abrod an in- 


mpoonyopevoe TOV “év Xptotov oGpua, Tov dé TaTpo¢ 


1 Comp. Hermas, Past. sim. iii. 9. 14. 

2 It is the more mistaken a course, in spite 
of this advance, yet again to refer év mace 
to the Christians. This error has misled 
Schenkel to put into our passage the 
thought: ‘‘in all members of the Christian 
community [év mao] the Divine aim of the 


Creator, underlying the structure of the uni- 
verse, receives its accomplishment through the 
life of the exalted Redeemer flowing into them.” 
But little skill is attributed to the apostle, 
when it is supposed that he designed to ex- 
press this thought by means of the words he 
has written. 
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sertion which, if nothing further were to be added to it, would be after 
. . Th éxkAnoia quite aimless and idle, and leaves ra rdvra 
év raou without more precise analysis. The same reasons hold also in oppo- 
sition to Bengel, who regards 16 rAfpwoua as accusative absolute (comp. on 
Rom. xii. 1), as epiphonema of what was said from ver. 20 onwards : ‘‘ Hoc, 
quod modo explanavi, inquit apostolus, repraesentat nobis plenitudinem 
Patris omnia implentis in omnibus, ut mathematici dicunt : id quod erat 
demonstrandum,” ‘‘ What I have thus explained, the apostle says, represents 
to us the fulness of the Father filling all in all, as mathematicians say : 
‘that which was to be proved.’” (8) Since it is self-evident that Christ, as 
Head of the church, is not without this His body, and since it could not 
therefore enter the apostle’s mind, at the solemn close, too, of the section, 
to bring forward the fact that the body belongs to the completeness of the 
head,—all those explanations fell to the ground as quite inappropriate 
which take 7d rAgpwua as supplementum, ‘‘the complement” (Matt. ix. 16 ; 
Mark ii. 21),’ in which case some were consistent enough to take rAypovyévov 
likewise in the sense of completing, as Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophy- 
lact, Menochius, Boyd, Estius,* and others ; and some inconsistent enough 
to explain it, incompatibly with the paronomasia, by implere, and thus dif- 
ferently from rAfpwya, as Beza,* Calovius, comp. Calvin, Balduin, Baum- 


EdwKe KEPAAHY .« 


1 So also Schwegler in Zeller’s Jahrb. 1844, 
p. 387, where, moreover, the comparison of 
the union of Christ and the church to mar- 
riage (v. 25 ff.) is brought in quite unwar- 
rantably. Asmanand wife supplement each 
other to form the totality of the species (as 
head and body), so, too, the church (as the 
body of Christ) is held to be the complemen- 
tum, ‘‘ complement,’ of Christ (as the head 
of the church). Baur, too (Paulus, p. 426), 
takes the union of Christ with the church 
here as marriage (as a syzygy), and explains 
TAnpwua entirely from the Gnostic point of 
view. By 7d mAnp. tod Ta wadvTa év maar TAn- 
povm., in his view, nothing else is affirmed 
than that ‘ Christ is the rAjpwa (the totality 
of the aeons) in the highest absolute sense, 
in so far as it is all in an absolute manner 
(ra mavta év waor), Which He fills with Him- 
self as the absolute contents thereof.”? Ac- 
cordingly, tAjpwua is to be taken neither 
simply in an active nor simply in a passive 
sense, but in such wise that the two notions 
pass over the one into the other; because, 
in fact, that which makes full is in turn 
that which is made full, that which is filled 
with its definite contents. ‘‘ As tAnpovmevos 
7é wavra ev ract, Christ is the rAyjpwmua, filling 
the mavra év waox with its definite contents ; 
and this rAjpwua itself is the absolute total- 
ity filled with its absolute contents.” 
Comp. Baur, @. Christenth. ad. drei ersten 
Jahrh, p. 296, and Neutest. Theol. p. 258. 
Operations of this sort, which do not exe- 


getically educe their results, but import 
them, are too much dominated by the pre- 
supposition of post-apostolic relations not 
to be safely left to their own fate, to which 
they have already been consigned. 

2“ Qui secundum omnia, s. quoad omnia 
inomnibus sui corporis membris adimple- 
tur. Nisi enim essent hic quidem pes ejus, 
ille vero manus, alius autem aliud membrum 

. non perficeretur Christus secundum 
rationem capitis,’ ‘‘ who is fulfilled as to 
all things in all members of His body. For 
unless this indeed were His foot, and that 
His hand, and another another member, 
Christ would not have been perfected ac- 
cording to the nature of a Head,”’ Estius, 
He is followed by Bisping, who here finds 
the basis and germ of the doctrine of the 
treasure of the merits of the saints! 

3“*Omnino autem hoc addidit apostolus, 
ut sciamus Christum per se non indigere 
hoe supplemento, ut qui efficiat omnia in 
omnibus re vera,’’ ‘‘ But the Apostle added 
this entirely. for the purpose that we should 
know that Christ of Himself does not need 
this supplement, since He truly effects all 
things in all,” Beza. Caloyius: ‘‘ Tanto 
in pretio Christus suam habet ecclesiam, 
tam tenere amat, ut se quodammodo im- 
perfectum et mancum reputet, nisi nobis con- 
jungatur, et nos ipst tanquam corpus capiti 
uniamur cew tAjpwua ejus, ‘In such value 
does Christ have His church, so tenderly 
does He love it, that He accounts Himself 
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garten ; also Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. p. 219 f. : ‘‘ His destination, to fill all 
in all, is completely attained only in the church.” [See Note XV., p. 354.] (4) 
The necessity for taking 7A#poua in one and the same sense is fatal to the ex- 
planation of tAjpoua as equivalent to rAjMoc, copia, coetus, numerosus, ‘ abun- 
dance, numerous assembly,” ? or even : full measwre.? Further, (5) the passive 
construction of rAypouuévov (Vulg.) leaves absolutely no tolerable expla- 
nation of rad xdvra év raow; for which reason not only the exposition 
of Chrysostom, Theophylact, Estius, and others (see above, under No. 8), 
but also the similar one of Jerome* and that of Holzhausen, are to be 
rejected, The last-mentioned discovers the meaning : ‘‘ Christ carries in 
Himself the fulness of eternal blessings” (7a rdyra éy rou, signifying the 
eternal !). Yet, again, (6) seeing that rd rAfpwua neither in itself nor 
in accordance with the context, denotes the Divine défa, ‘“ glory,” of 
which the N33, ‘‘shekinah,” was the real presence,‘ there falls to the 
ground not only the explanation of those who treat rd Afpeua as equiv- 
alent in meaning to temple, like Michaelis and Bretschneider, but also 
that of Harless: ‘‘the apostle designates the church with the same word, 
by which he elsewhere [?] designates the abundance of the glory dwell- 
ing in Christ and God, and issuing from Him. It, however, is the ful- 
ness of Christ, not as though it were the glory which dwelt in Him, but 
because He causes His glory to dwell, as in all the universe, so also in it. It 
is the glory, not of one who without it would starve, but of Him who fills 


the universe in all respects ;° 


imperfect and defective unless joined to us, 
and we ourselves united as a body to the 
Head, as its rAjpwna. Comp. Luther’s gloss ; 
also Apol. Conf. A, p. 145. Calvin, more- 
over, prefers to limit 7a mavra to the spir- 
ituals gubernatio ecclesiae, ‘‘ spiritual goy- 
ernment of the church.”’ 

1 Storr, Morus, Stolz, Koppe, Rosenmiil- 
ler. Morus: ‘“‘Quae proinde est societas 
subditorum ejus et hominum magna copia, 
quae colit hunc (quae subest huic, quae sub 
hoc rege vivit), qui omnes omnino in hoc 
coetu omnibus generibus bonorum accu- 
mulare de diein diem solet,” ‘‘ Which is, 
accordingly, the fellowship of His subjects, 
and the large number of men, that wor- 
ships Him (that is beneath Him, that lives 
under this King), who is wont from day to 
day in this assembly to increase all men 
with all kinds of blessings.’’ Rosenmiiller: 
“ Coetus numerosus illius, quiomnes (hom- 
ines) omnibus bonis replet,’’ ‘‘ The numer- 
ous assembly of Him, who fills all men with 
all blessings,’ by which God is held to be 
meant. 

2 Cameron, Bos. 

3 **Sicut adimpletur imperator, si quoti- 
die ejus augetur exercitus, . . . itaet Dom- 
inus noster Jesus Christus in eo, quod sibi 
credunt omnia et per dies singulos ad fidem 


TAhonS Taca n yR O6En¢ avTov, ‘‘the whole earth 


ejus veniunt, ipse adimpletur in omnibus, sic 
tamen, ut omnia adimpleantur in omnibus, 
4.é., ut qui in eum credunt, cunctis virtuti- 
bus pleni sint,’? ‘‘Just as the emperor is 
fulfilled, if his army is increased daily. . . 
so also our Lord Jesus Christ is Himself 
fulfilled in all, in this, that they entrust all 
things to Him, nevertheless so that all are 
fulfilled in all, é.¢., that those who believe in 
Him are full of all virtues.” 

4 Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 2394 ff. 

5 According to Harless, év mao. means in 
every way, and implies that not in one way 
(only) is the sphere of earth full of the glory 
of Christ; the glory of the Creator is one, 
that of the Enlightener before the incarna- 
tion (John i. 3) another, that of the Redeem- 
er another. But how is the limitation of 
7a ravta to the earth to be justified? And are, 
then, these three modes of glory adduced, 
which after all the reader must have guessed 
at without any hint, sufficient to exhaust 
the quite unlimited é¢v mao.? and is the 
thought of the glory of the Creator and the 
Enlightener before the incarnation in keeping 
with the present participle? The whole ex- 
planation pours into the simple words a 
series of thoughts and reservations, in pres- 
ence of which the words remain a very rid- 
dle of the Sphinx. 
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is full of His glory” (Isa. vi. 8) ; but it is the glory of Christ, because He is 
united with it alone, as the head with its body.” Lastly, (7) Riickert also 
proved unsuccessful in his attempt to explain it : the church, in his view, 
is designated as the means (rd rAgpwua, that whereby the rAnpovv comes 
about) by which Christ carries out in all (raov, masculine) that which is com- 
mitted to Him for completion (ra 7dyra), as ‘‘the means of His accomplish- 
ing the great destination which devolves upon Him, namely, the universal 
restoration and bringing back to God.” Against this may be urged both 
the language itself, since rd tAgjpoya never signifies the means of accomplish- 
ment, and the context, which neither speaks of a restoration and bringing 
back to God nor furnishes any limitation of ra zdvra to that which is implied 
in the divine plan. — We may add that there cannot be shown here as 
regards the use of tAfpwua, any more than previously as regards the classes 
of angels, any direct or indirect polemic preference to Gnosticism. To the 
later speculations of Gnosticism, however, the forms of the transcendent 
doctrines of the apostle could not but be welcome ; not as if Gnosticism had 
thought out its material in accordance with such Scriptural forms,! but it 
poured in into their mould, and, moreover, further developed and amplified 
the forms which it found ready to hand. 


Notes By AMERICAN Eprtor. 


II. Ver. 3. 6 Oed¢ kat ratHp Tov Kupiov. 


Schmidt in the revised Meyer here dissents, and refers to Braune’s argument, 
who contends that the joining of xupiov to the 6 Oed¢, as well as to rat7p, is most 
natural, especially as zat7#p does not require, as Meyer states, a complementary 
genitive, see Eph. v. 20; 1 Cor. xv. 24, xvi. 23 ; Gal. i. 1; 1 Thess. i. 1; 2 Tim. 
i. 2. Neither is the expression ‘‘the God of our Lord Jesus Christ” so iso- 
lated, ver. 17 ; Matt. xxvii. 46 ; John xx. 17; Rev. ii. 7, iii. 12. The Vatican 
manuscript omits ka? razv7p. Eadie, Alford, Barry, Riddle concur in this con- 
struction. Ellicott, on the other hand, inclines to Meyer, while acknowledg- 
ing that the other interpretation is both exegetically and doctrinally tenable. 


Ill. Ver. 35. év roi¢ éroupaviore. 


The emphasizing of any local relation here gives a wrong shade to the argu- 
ment. Meyer’s plea that the év roic érovpaviowe must be interpreted according 
to the meaning of the expression as found in the other five places it occurs in 
this Epistle, if viewed with respect to local relations, would introduce a singular 
interpretation from chap. vi. 12. A more general explanation is better ; “‘ What 
belongs to heaven in contrast to what belongs to and is on earth” (Braune). ’Ezov- 
paviog ‘‘ signifies what pertains to heaven as to a higher and more divine order of 
things,” 1 Cor. xv. 40, 48, 49 ; Heb. xii. 22 ; Eph.i. 20 ; 1 John iii. 12. ra érovp., 
as against td ériyera, that order of things which includes the blessings of com- 
plete salvation. So kdjouc émovpdvioc, Heb. xiii. 1, dwped exovp., vi. 4; xi. 16. 


1 Tertull. de praescr. 38. 


NOTES. Sol 


Hence ra exovpdvia denote those blessings collectively, Eph. i. 8, ii. 6 ; Heb. viii. 
5, ix.23; Phil. ii. 10, of exovp., things which come within the range of this 
order’ (Cremer’s Lexicon of N. T. Greek., Eng. Trans. (1878), p. 468). ‘These 
spiritual blessings are truly exovpdwa, with respect to their origin, since they 
descend from the Father, who is exoupdvioc, Matt. xviii. 35; with respect to 
their quality, because in dignity and eminence they are neither earthly nor 
heavenly with respect to the earthly and material heavens, but supercelestial, 
which even the angels in heaven delight to ‘look into,’ as they are truly 
‘above thought, above word, above every comprehension of a created nature ; 
and with respect to end, because not only in the kingdom of grace on this earth, 
but also in the kingdom of glory in heaven, we enjoy the blessedness acquired 
in Christ” (Calovius), 


IV. Ver. 4. mpd kataBoame Kéopov. 

Chrysostom’s note on the etymology of kataBoAre (a casting down) is interest- 
ing: ‘‘ Beautiful is that word, as though he were pointing to the world as cast 
down from some vast height. Yea, vast indeed and ineffable is the height of God, 
so far removed, not in place, but in incommunicableness of nature ; so wide the 
distance between creation and creator !’’ Weiss (Bibl. Theol., Eng. Trans. 
vol. II., p. 98) suggests the argument contained here for the divinity of Christ : 
“Tf Christians are chosen in Him before the foundation of the world, and are 
thereby already blessed in Him in the heavenly world, then the Mediator of 
salvation, in whom the election and the blessing could be grounded at a time 
when the objects of these did not exist, must have Himself existed before the 
world. . . For Paul there is at once an eternal divine existence of the Christ 
who in His earthly life has become the Mediator.’’ So also Bengel, The su- 
periority of Christianity to Judaism is also indicated : ‘‘The Jews dated their 
election from Abraham, and boasted of its antiquity’? (Grotius). But “the 
election in Christ preceded the election of the Jewish nation in their forefathers; 
and redemption, the verification of the archetype of humanity through Christ, 
and proceeding from Him, is the end of the whole terrestrial creation, so that 
everything else appears asa preparation for this highest object in the counsel of 
creation in reference to the world’’ (Neander’s Planting and Training of Chr. 
Church, American edition, p, 479), 


V. Ver. 4. dyrove kad Guopore. 

The reference of these words by Meyer to forensic righteousness is much 
disputed, though supported by Braune, Olshausen, and Harless. So too Phil- 
ippi (Kirchliche Glaubenslehre, v. 1, p. 278) : ‘‘ Justification consists in the nega- 
tive ddsouc TOV TapanTupdtor, the positive dylove Kai avepove elvar, and reception 
into the vio§ecia.’’ Ellicott is in doubt as to whether the reference is to justi- 
fication or sanctification, inclining, however, to the latter, which is maintained 
by Estius, Boyd, Stier, Alford, Eadie, Barry, Riddle, As justification, however, 
is not a subordinate end to sanctification, and the inherent righteousness of 
the believer, however perfect in its final stage, is incomparable with the im- 
puted righteousness of the Redeemer, with which he is clothed in justification, 
we cannot appreciate the exceptions taken to Meyer's view. If the result 
that emerges in time is that Christ became a curse for us (Gal. iii, 13) and we 
are made the righteousness of God in Him (2 Cor. v. 21), there is nothing incon- 
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sistent in regarding the eternal purpose that we should be holy and blameless 
before Him, as directed to that putting on of Christ whereby all that He is 
becomes ours. In the world of glory it is the forensic righteousness that is 
the special theme of the hymns of the church triumphant, Rev. i. 6, vii. 14. 


VI. Ver. 5. mpoopicac nude. 


Other distinctions have been drawn between the éxAéyecOa and the rpoopigew: 
“ «They differ only in an ordinative and objective manner,’ the é« of the former 
referring to the mass from whom the selection was made, the zp of the latter 
to the pre-existence and priority of the decree’ (Scherzer in Ellicott.) ‘The 
matter to be considered when zpoopigevv is used, is not who are the subjects of 
this predestination, but what they are predestined to. This second object of the 
verb, as it has been called, forms an essential part of the conception expressed 
by it ; what is called the first object, i.e., the persons who, is an accidental one, 
a contingency belonging to history, whereas zpoopifew itself precedes history.’’ 


VIL. Ver. 5. ei¢ airév. 


“* We may thus paraphrase: ‘God predestinated us to be adopted as His 
sons ; and that adoption came to us through Christ, and was to lead us unto 
and unite us to God’” (Ellicott). 


VII. Ver. 7. rév rapartapdtuv. 


Meyer’s inference is here too sweeping. That the inborn sinfulness is not 
here designated must be conceded. But the ta rapartwpudta as the concrete 
manifestation of the sinful habit, may readily be used by synecdoche for 
everything in man that incurs God’s wrath. See Cremer’s Lexicon of N. T. 
Greek (Eng. Trans., 1878, p. 499) : ‘‘In wupartéyua reference is especially made 
to the subjective passivity and suffering of him who misses or falls short of the 
enjoined command ; and the word has come to be used both of great and 
serious guilt, and generally of all sin, even though unknown and unintentional 
(Ps. xix. 13 ; Gal. vi. 1), so far as this is simply a missing of the right. . . . Like 
its verb, mapdntwua is used synonymously with duaptia as the generic word, 
Rom. v. 20, and is thus a missing of the mark, and includes both dwapria and 
mapaBaotc.”’ 


TX. Ver. 10. ei¢ o1xovopiav tov rAnpdpatoc. 


Harless traces the confusion concerning this passage to three sources: 
1. Incorrect translation of ei¢ (when regarded as standing for év). 2. Incorrect 
understanding of oikovouia (dispensation of grace). 3. Wrong construction of the 
genitive, tAjpouaroc. Cremer defines oixovouia as denoting ‘‘ either (1) actively, 
the administrative activity of the owner or of the steward ; or (2), passively, that 
which is administered, the administration or ordering of the house, or the ar- 
rangement, e.g., of a treatise or discourse’ (Plutarch). He finds the object of 
oikovoiay Dot in the tov rAnpdépuatoc, but in the relative 7» rpocfero, which re- 
sults in the paraphrase: ‘‘ The administration of God’s saving purpose pertain- 
ing to the fulness of the times,” ‘‘ administration’ being taken in its passive 
sense. (Lexicon of N. T. Greek, E. T., 1878, p. 480 sq.). Weiss (Bibl. Theol. 
of N. T., Il. p. 79) adopts the temporal meaning of oixovoyiav, to which Harless 


‘ 
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so strongly objects, viz., a ‘fixed period, in which the measure of the ages that 
are past was to become complete.” Barry, on the other hand, concurs with 
Cremer: ‘‘ Which He purposed in Himself for administration (or disposal) of the 
fulness of the (appointed) seasons, to gather,” etc. 


X. Ver. 10. dvakeparadoacba: ta réyra. 


The ra tévra is limited by Philippi (Kirch. Dog. III. 393), and Hodgé, ‘*to the 
redeemed,” by Boyd to the ‘ elect,” while, according to Calovius, all men are 
comprised in the avaxégadaiworc, with respect to God’s intention and Christ’s 
merit, but it becomes restricted by the guilt of man’s unbelief. Better Eadie : 
‘*Man is reconciled to God, and all who bear God’s image are reconciled to 
man. Angels are ‘ministering spirits’ to him, and all holy intelligences delight 
in him. Not only has harmony been restored to the universe, and the rupture 
occasioned by sin repaired, but beings still in rebellion are placed under 
Christ’s control, as well as the unconscious elements and spheres of nature. 
This summation is seen in the form of the government: Jesus is universal 
Regent.’’ Hunnius (quoted by Calovius) presents the relation of this dvaxed- 
aiaiwore to the angels : ‘‘ Although nothing is obtained for the angels by Christ’s 
death, yet something is obtained for all that has a certain relation to the angels, 
in that the angels, who formerly were alienated from men by transgression, 
now acknowledge them again as their fellow-servants, associates, and fellows 
of the same joy and kingdom, and, therefore, do not disdain to serve them.” 


XI. Ver. 11. exAnpdOnyuev, 


The Eng. Rev. Vers., following Bengel, de Wette, Stier, Alford, Ellicott, 
Braune, translates ‘‘we were made a heritage.”’ 


XII. Ver. 13. éogpayioOyre. 


«« By the term ‘sealing’ is not meant the first production of faith, but its ul- 
terior progress and confirmation” (Boyd). ‘‘7 o¢payi¢ is undoubtedly used by 
ecclesiastical writers simply for baptism, but any special reference of this 
nature would not appear in harmony with the present context” (Ellicott). ‘The 
reception of the Spirit,’’ after faith mentioned by Meyer, must necessarily be 
understood of fuller bestowals of the Spirit, since faith itself is His work, 


XII. Ver. 17. év értyvdoes avrod. 


émyvdorc, ‘always of a knowledge which very powerfully influences the form 
of religious life . . . Thus, as Delitzsch says (Ep. to Hebrews), we may speak 
of a false yvaorc, but not of a false éxvyvdorc’’ (Cremer). 


XIV. Ver. 20. év roic¢ érovpaviore. 


In Note III. we have indicated that such local restriction is too contracted. 
So here. The Jdeéia avtov is God’s universal power, Ps. xliy. 3 ; exvili. 15, 16 ; 
exxxix.10. Yet this must not be so understood as to deny the reality of Christ’s 
ascension, or to ascribe to His exalted body a diffusion throughout all space. 
Chemnitz, the great expounder of the position maintained by Harless, says 
(De Duabus Naturis, p. 178) : ‘‘ We by no means hold, that either in union or in 
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glory, with its substance lost and its essential properties abolished, the body 
of Christ is converted or changed into a spiritual, infinite, immense substance, 
uncircumscribed by any essential property, so as, by reason of its essential, in- 
finite immensity, to be in all places and fill all things, as divinity is in this 
inanner everywhere present... (p. 176) By, and of itself, even in glory, it 
is limited by the property of its nature, and in the manner of glorified bodies 
is somewhere, the privilege of the hypostatic union excepted. . . . Yet it must 
be added that Christ, either in glory or the former natural form, is not so held 
and confined in heaven, as not to be able, whenever He wishes, to afford also 
on earth His presence after that form.’’ In other words, the doctrine of the 
communicatio idiomatum does not involve the denial of an ordinary local relation 
of our Lord’s body to a heavenly sphere, although it is maintained that the év 
toi¢ émovpaviowg implies what transcends all limitations of space. Harless re- 
fers here, with great approval, to Tholuck on Matt. vi. 9. The term ‘‘ubiquity,”’ 
in this relation, as used by Meyer, chap. iv. 10, and foot-note to chap. vi. 31, is 
amisnomer, See Krauth’s Conservative Reformation, p. 495 sq. 


XV. Ver. 23. 10 TAnpwpa TOU K.T.A. 


Schmidt inserts in Meyer, 5th ed., the following from Weiss’ Bibl. Theol. of 
N. T., IL. 112: ‘* Not only does the church, as the body, stand in need of Christ, as 
the head, but the apostle ventures the bold expression that Christ also needs 
the church, as the body, as that which belongs to His completeness, or makes his 
being first entirely complete.” On this Cremer remarks: ‘‘An ingenious 
thought, but not so true.”’ 
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CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 1. After duaptiasc, BD EF G 8, min. Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. Aeth. Arm. 
Vulg. It. Theodoret, Lucif. Victorin. Ambrosiast. Pel. have juov, which Lachm. 
and Tisch. have rightly received into the text. On account of the redundancy 
of the pronoun and its absence in ver. 5, the omission of it was easier than its 
addition from a comparison of Col. ii. 13 (in opposition to Reiche). — Ver. 3. 
téxva @voet] Lachm. and Riick. read gvoe réxva, following A DEF GL, min. 
Vulg. It. Or. (once), and other Fathers. But considering how closely réxva dpyie 
go together, the transposition gvce: tTéxva was so natural, that in opposition to 
these important witnesses the Recepta, attested by B K &, most min. Or. (thrice) 
Chrys. Dam. Theophyl. Oec., is, with Matth. Scholz, Harless, Olsh. de Wette, 
Tisch. [Treg. Hofm. Braune, West. and Hort] to be maintained. — Ver. 11. 
The order roré jueic¢ in Lachm. and Tisch. is justified by A B D* E &* codd. of 
It. and Fathers, More feebly attested is the order éyev. éyytc, ver. 13, in 
Lachm., which weakens the antithesis. — Ver. 12. év rq kaipo] év is wanting in 
decisive witnesses. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. and Riick. Explanatory ad- 
dition. —Ver. 15. év éavt6] Lachm. [West. and Hort]: év aité. The wit- 
nesses are greatly divided. But E was easily passed over after Ev. — Ver. 17. 
kat Toi¢] Lachm, Tisch. Riick.: kai eipyvnv roic, according to decisive testimony. 
The emphasis of the repetition of eip7v. was not duly regarded, and so the ap- 
parently redundant word was neglected. For the same reason there was writ- 
ten in ver. 19, instead of the far preponderantly attested aA’ éoré, simply dara 
(Elz. Scholz). — Ver. 21. wdoa oikod.] Elz. Scholz, Rick. Reiche read raoa 7 
oixod. But the article is wanting in BDEFGKL &* and many min., also 
in Clem. Bas. Chrys. (in the commentary) Theodoret, Oec., and was added (AC, 
Chrys. Theophyl.) because it seemed needed by the sense. See, however, the 
exegetical remarks. 


ContTENTS.—You also, when ye were dead through sins,—as indeed we 
Jewish-Christians too were in the same condition of sin and subjection to 
the divine wrath,—God has by virtue of His love made us alive with 
Christ, raised us and transferred us into heaven, in order, in the world-ages 
to come, to show His grace towards us in Christ (vv. 1-7). For out of 
grace have ye attained to salvation, not through merit of works (vv. 8-10). 
Remember, therefore, that ye were formerly as Gentiles unhallowed and un- 
happy, but now through the death of Christ ye are in quite a different posi- 
tion (vv. 11-18). For Christ has through His death established peace 
between Jews and Gentiles (vv. 14-18). Ye, consequently, are no longer 
aliens, but fellow-members of the theocracy, members of the household of 
God, built up upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, wherein 
the corner-stone is Christ, in whom every building is built, and ye too, unto 
a holy temple (vy. 19-22). 
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Ver. 1. Connection: After Knatchbull and others! had attached xa? ipac 
to ele Hude rode xiorebovrac, i. 19, and Bengel to jv évfpy., i. 20 (both arbitra- 
rily confusing, and the former also mistaken, for the reason that judac, ver. 19, 
already included the readers), Lachmann and Harless have closed i. 23 
with only a comma, and annexed kai (cvveCworoinoce) buac Kai avtov édwxe K.T-A., 
ver. 22.2 So also de Wette, without, however, approving the mere comma 
after i. 28. But in this way we should have to expect not tac, but yuac 
(comp. i. 19 : ei¢ Auac Tove morebovtac), for Paul would attach to what God 
has done in relation to Christ that which He has at the same time done in 
the case of the Christians. And, inasmuch as he has employed the pronoun 
of the second person, he has thereby indicated the beginning of a new por- 
tion. Moreover, i. 23 is so majestic and solemn in import and form, that 
it is admirably suited for a sonorous conclusion, but hardly for a mere paren- 
thetic insertion. No, after the apostle has previously spoken of the exceed- 
ing power of God in the case of believers, which may be recognized by vir- 
tue of what He has done in the case of Christ, whom He raised, exalted, 
etc., he wishes now, i application of this to the readers, to bring the latter 
to the consciousness that God has made also them (kai buac), when they were 
dead in their sins, to be alive, etc., with Christ, and thus has shown also in 
their case that exceeding power. — The construction is broken off, even before 
the subject and the verb are expressed, by the afflux of the thoughts in the 
relative clauses which begin ver. 2, but is resumed ver. 4 by means of dé, 
so that the subject not yet named in ver. 1 is at length named and charac- 
terized in ver. 4 ; and in ver. 5 the verb (ovveCworoince) comes in with repe- 
tition of the object, which, however,—in accordance with what has been 
said in the intervening clauses,—had ‘already in ver. 4 passed over into the 
first person and thus become universal (jac). As to the details, see below. 
The resumption accordingly begins already, in ver. 4, with 6 dé Oed¢ ;* not 
first with ver. 5, as Wolf and others, including Griesbach, Koppe, ed. 1, . 
Scholz, Meier, Riickert, Holshausen, would have it, because otherwise ver. 
4 in turn would be anacoluthic, and yet 6 Oedc¢ is the subject of ovveCwor. — 
vekpod¢ Toi¢ Tapant. K. T. auapt. tudv] The dative denotes the causa efficiens, 
‘efficient cause,” of the death. The expression with év, Col. ii. 18, is not 
equivalent. Quite at variance with the context, Cajetanus4 holds that the 
dative is as in Rom. vi. 11, in which case the force of dvrac as a present par- 
ticiple is urged : since ye are dead for the sins. tyov also is against this, as 
well as the plural, since in the being dead for sin the latter appears as prin- 
ciple (Rom. vi. 11).—A real distinction between rapantéyata and dyapria 
does not exist,° in so far as both expressions denote the same thing (the pec- 


1 Mentioned by Wolf, Cur. oni. 19 

2 Calovius, Cramer, Koppe, and Rosen- 
miiller attached xat duas immediately to 
{. 23, namely, to rAnpovpévov : qui sicut omnes 
alios beneficiis cumulat, sic etiam vos,” 
‘“ who, just as he loadens all others with his 
favors, so also loadens you,’’ Rosenmiiller, 
This, however, is entirely incompatible with 
the correct explanation of tod ra mdvra év 


maou mAnpovpevov, i, 23, and with the corre- 
lation of vexpovs and cuvegwor. 

3 As even Theophylact expressly ob- 
serves. 

4Not Estius, who rejects this explana- 
tion. 

5 Augustine, ad Lev. qu. 20, makes the 
former denote the desertio boni, ‘‘ desertion 
of good,” the latter the perpetratio mali, 
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cata actualia, ‘actual sins,” in thought, word, and deed) in a twofold form 
of conception as ‘‘ missing” and “fall ;”? and the abstract duapriacc cannot 
mean, like 7 duapria at Rom. v. 20, sin in abstracto, ‘‘in abstract,” as ruling 
power, but in virtue of the plural can only mean the actual sins (duaprhuara) ; 
comp. on Rom. v. 20.?—évrac] state, which was present at the time, when 
God made them alive. — vexpotc] is understood by the expositors (apart 
from those who, like Koppe and Rosenmiiller, substitute for the literal 
meaning the notion of wretched, miserable) of spiritual death (comp. v. 14), 
i.é., of the deadness of true moral life through the “‘ alienatio animae a Deo,” 
‘alienation of mind from God,” Calvin.? But by what, we ask, is this 
spiritual sense indicated ? Must not vexp. toic mapart. x. tai¢ duapt. have 
reminded the readers quite naturally and necessarily of the connection, well 
known to them, between unexpiated sins and the eternal death (the eternal 
condemnation),—a connection, in which they once as Gentiles shared ? See 
on Rom. vi. 16, 22 f., vii. 9-11, 24, viii. 2,6. [See Note XVI., p. 398.] The 
explanation of physical death is inadmissible, because this is a. consequence 
not of individual sins, but of the sin of Adam; see on Rom. v. 12; 1 Cor. 
xv. 22. The expression vexpoi is proleptic: when ye were dead through 
your sins, 7.¢., when you had through your sins drawn upon you death, had 
become liable to eternal death, so that in this way the certo morituri, ‘‘ those 
who are surely to die,” are designated as vexpoi. Comp. Rom. vii. 10, viii. 
10, and the well-known wuydpiov el Baordfov vexpdv, ‘‘ you are a soul carrying 
a dead body,” Epict. Anton. iv. 41. See also on Col. ii. 12. Without 
Christ, the everlasting death, which they had incurred by their sins, would 
not be annulled and averted from them ; but, after that Christ has com- 
pleted the work of atonement and they have become believers in Him, eter- 
nal life has become the portion of those who were by their sins liable to 
eternal death, and that by means of the fellowship of life, into which they 
are brought through faith with the Christ who is made alive from the dead, 
raised, and exalted to heaven, which is more fully expressed, vv. 5, 6, by 
ovve(woroince TH Xpiot@ x.t.A. Thus the passage certainly treats of the atone- 
ment accomplished by Christ, to which believers owe eternal life (see vv. 7, 
8). The moral restoration‘ is the consequence of the atonement (ver. 10), 
the ethical produce of the same through the Spirit. — The relation, we may 
add, of our passage to Col. ii. 18 and i. 21 is not that of a servile depend- 
ence, but that of afresh and living remembrance, with new and peculiar 
amplification. 


mental errors and obscurations, the latter 
moral sins and vices.. Harless and de 
Wette : the former denotes single transgres- 
sions, the latter all kinds of sins, including 


**perpetration of evil,’’ or the former to be 
the sin of rashness, the latter that which is 
deliberate, which last distinction is adopt- 
ed also by Tittmann, Synon. p. 47. Jerome 


makes the former delicta cogitatione in- 
choata, ‘‘ offences begun in thought,” the 
latter sins of deed ; comp. Olshausen. Ben- 
gel: wapanr. applies to the Jews, and apapr. 
to the Gentiles. Meier (comp. Baumgarten- 
Crusius) : the two words are distinguished 
as act and state. Matthies: the former are 


sins in thought. 

1See, generally, Fritzsche, ad Rom. I, 
p. 324. 

2 See Note VIII. on chap. i. 7. 

3 Comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 127. 

4 Hofmann. 
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Ver. 2. Shadows before the light which arises in ver. 4. — év alc] domain, 
in which, etc. It is the pre-Christian sphere of life, and then follows («ara 
k.T.A4.) the normal standard which rules init. «ic has shaped itself after 
the gender of the last substantive, but embraces both.! — kara rov aidva row 
kéopov tobtov] according to the age of this world, i.e., a8 was in keeping with 
the period of time appointed for the present world (subsisting up to the 
Parousia). For immorality is the characteristic of this world-period (Rom. 
xii. 2; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. vi. 12) in contrast to the future new world, in 
which dixacoobvy bears sway, and the nearer the Parousia, the more the ais» 
is tovypog (see on Gal. i. 4 ; comp. ver. 16, and on vi. 13). Others explain 
aidv as life ;® for which Riickert—who, in a strangely erroneous way, explains 
it as equivalent to Kara Tov aiéva rovrov Tov Kéouov—and Matthies put : spirit 
of the time, and Olshausen : tendency of the time ; comp. Bleek. But, however 
current aidy in the signification of /ife may be in classical Greek, especially 
in Homer, Pindar, Herodotus, and the tragic poets,*® yet in the N. T., often 
as the habitually used word recurs, it is never so employed, but always in 
the signification of juncture of time, age. The shift to which Koppe has 
recourse,‘ that aidv and xéouoc are synonymous—hence Koppe makes 6 aidv 
Tov Kéouov TovTov equivalent to 6 Kécuoc ovroc—stands on a level with the ca- 
pricious inversion of Bretschneider, who makes it tantamount to 6 kéayo¢ Tow 
aiavoc tovrov : homines pravi ut nunc sunt, ‘‘ wicked men as they now are.” 
No, Paul might have written briefly cata roy aidva rovrov (comp. 1. 21) ; but, 
in accordance with the graphic amplification of the passage carrying such 
terrible emphasis, he has paraphrased this rovrov by tov xécuov trobrov. Accord- 
ing to Beausobre and Michaelis (‘‘the God of this world ”), aidv roi Kécpuov 
robrov is meant to denote the devil in polemic reference to the Gnostic doc- 
trine of aeons (see what follows). According to Baur, p. 433 f., the expres- 
sion itself is a Gnostic one, equivalent to the xoouoxpdrwp (comp. vi. 12), and 
denoting the devil. But this is imported, inasmuch as the explanation of 
aiév in the sense usual in the N. T. yields quite a Pauline thought. The 
devil appears only in what follows, and would, if he was to be designated 
already here, and that as Lord of the pre-Messianic period, have been desig- 
nated, as at 2 Cor. iv. 4, as 6 @ed¢ tov aidvog trobrov, or in a like concrete 
manner. — ard roy dpyorta ric éEovciac Tov aépoc]| climactic parallel to the pre- 
ceding. ‘‘Sicres fit expressior,” ‘‘ Thus the subject becomes more explicit,” 
Bengel. The opposite is kata Oedy, iv. 24; 2 Cor. vii. 9. Comp. 1 John 
v. 14: kara 1d OéAnua tov Ocov. The devil Paul here represents as the ruler 
over the might of the air, in which é£ovaia is collective, denoting the totality 
of the mighty ones (the demons, Matt. xii. 24) concerned.’ This éovcia 
has its seat in the air, which exists between heaven and earth (roi dépoc) ; 
the atmosphere, pertaining, in contrast to the higher pure aiffp,° still to the 


1 See Matthiae, p. 991. Aesch. Prom. 887; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. 
2So also Harless; comp. H. Stephanus: p. 50. 
“‘secundum eam, quae in hoc mundo est, * Comp. Estius and Flatt. 
vivendi rationem,”? ‘‘according to that 5 Comp. Lobeck, ad Phyrn. p. 469; Bern- 
mode of life which is in this world,” Cas- hardy, p. 47, 
talio, Beza, Grotius, e¢ al. * See Duncan, Lex. Hom., ed. Rost, p. 36. 


3 See Duncan, ed Rost, p. 47; Blomf. ad 


KEN ON 


CHAP, II., 2. 359 


ee realm of earthly things (yij¢ icduorpoc afp, ‘‘ earth’s equal partner, 

ir,” Soph. #7. 87), is the seat, the territory of the might of the demons. 
RE and nothing else Paul expresses in distinct words, the évagpvo¢ diarpifh, 
‘aerial life,” * the broupavog réroc, ‘* sub-celestial place,” ? of the demons ; 
and neither ought tov dépo¢ to have been taken® as equivalent to rod oxérove, 
‘* darkness” (vi. 12 ; Col. i. 13), because, though it may, as it often does 
in Homer, denote misty gloom, clouds, etc., in contradistinction of the pure 
aiff, it never takes the place of the absolute oxéroc,4 and in the N. T. always 
means simply air; nor ought it to have been explained by a metonymy as 
mundus, ‘‘the world.” ° According to Hahn,° row dépoc is designed to ex- 
press the aeriform nature of the demons ; they are not really spiritual, but 
only spirit-like ; aeriformness is their physical constitution. Thisis already in 
itself incorrect, since the demons must of necessity have the same physical con- 
stitution as the angels (including also their supra-terrestrial corporeity, comp. 
on Matt. xxii.30),and hence, although they have become axd@apra, ‘‘ incorrup- 
tible,” they have yet remained rvetyara, see in this very Epistle, vi. 12 (ra rvev- 
pattKa Tho Tovypiac). Olshausen would remove the demons from the atmosphere 
by taking af as equivalent to otpardc,” appealing to 1 Thess. iv. 17 (where, 
however, a#p is nothing else than air), and even giving out this passage as 
the only one in the N. T. where the word agp elsewhere occurs (but see 
Acts xxii. 23 ; 1 Cor. ix. 26, xiv. 9; Rev. ix. 2, xvi. 17). As an equally ex- 
emplary companion-piece of rationalizing artifice may be quoted the inter- 
pretation of Stolz :° ‘‘ We have here to think of the rational beings acting 
and walking upon the earth, of men, who as sensuous creatures breathe in 
the air, in the atmosphere surrounding the earth.” Hofmann, who else- 
where took da#p erroneously as equivalent to rvedua, whould now ® not less 
erroneously make roi rveiuatoc dependent upon rov dépoc, and by the latter 
understand the atmosphere formed by the breathing of that rvevua. ‘' So long 
as they [the disobedient] allow this spirit to be their spirit, they live in the 
atmosphere thereof, and as it were inhale it—an atmosphere, which is the 
sphere of dominion [the éfovoia] of Satan.” But apart from the clumsy and 
obscure accumulation of three genitives (at 2 Cor. iv. 4, 7, they flow easily 
and clearly one out of the other), there may be urged against this view 
generally the strange awkwardness of the thought (‘‘the air of the spirit 
which worketh in the disobedient is the atmosphere formed by the breath- 
ing of the same spirit”), and more specially the considerations, first, that 


1 Oecumenius, comp. Theophylact. — 

2 Chrysostom. 

3 Clericus, Heinsius, Michaelis, Storr, 
Flatt, Matthies, and others. 

4 Comp. Buttmann, Lexilog. I. p. 115. 

5 Thomas, Bullinger, and others. 

6 Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 828 f. 

7 He holds that Paul has perhaps employ- 
ed the expression for the purpose of char- 
acterizing the-demons as not indeed earth- 
ly, but yet also as not heavenly. He has 
employed the expression, just because he 


conceived of the demons as making their 
abode in the atmosphere. And he does not 
choose a higher expression (as in vi. 12) for 
this sphere, because he wishes here to make 
the reader feel the Jower domain of the 
power as opposed to the heavenly domain, 
and thus also the ignominious character of 
the same ; hence the expression is neither 
accidental nor strange (in opposition to 
Hofmann). 

8 Erldut. p. 175. 

9 Schrifld. I. p. 457. 
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é£ovoia does not mean sphere of dominion ;’ secondly, that there is nothing 
to indicate that the a4p originated through the breathing (or blowing) of the 
spirit (we should at least expect the essential rvéovroc instead of évepyovvroc) 5 
thirdly, that, if éovcia is to denote the sphere of dominion, rye éovoiac 
would be only an ambiguous pleonasm, and we cannot see why Paul should 
not have written merely rov dpyovra rob dépoc x.t.A.—as regards the historic 
basis of the conception of the apostle, that the demons have their abode in 
the air, he has carried it over from his pre-Christian, Jewish-Rabbinic circle of 
ideas into the contents of his Christian belief. It is true that there are 
found among the Rabbins very diverse, confused, and at times very mon- 
strous assertions concerning the dwelling-place of the demons,’ but Harless * 
far too hastily thence concludes : ‘‘in such sloughs as these one seeks in vain 
Sor the explanation of the apostles expression.” For while there are found 
diverse opinions in the Rabbins, and among them also that which assigns to 
the demons the air as a territory, the expression of the apostle shows us 
which of the different Rabbinic conceptions he has not followed, and which 
is accepted by him. Thus, indeed, ¢.g., the doctrine which R. Bechai * 
presents as a well-known one, that only those demons which produce dreams 
dwell in the air, but those which seduce man to sin in the man himself, 
and yet others in the depths of the sea, is not the view of the apostle. 
But the belief, which Paul here announces as his own and presupposes in 
his readers, namely, that the demoniac kingdom in general, and not merely 
a single division of it, is in the air, is to be found very definitely preserved 
among the Rabbins also. For (1) the very Rabbinical tenet of the winged 
nature of the demons* manifestly points to the region of the air as their 
abode, since they are shut out from the communion of God. (2) In partic- 
ular passages this is expressly stated. Comment. in libr. Aboth. f. 83. 2: 
‘*Sciendum, a terra usque ad expansum omnia plena esse turmis et praefec- 
tis, et infra,” ‘‘ It must be known that from earth to the expanse all things are 
full of bands and prefects, and below” (that is precisely in the agp), ‘‘ pluri- 
mas esse creaturas laedentes et accusantes, et omnes stare ac volitare in 
aére,”’ ‘‘there are very many creatures injuring and accusing, and that all 
stand and fly in the air,” etc. Further, it is said in Tuf Haarez, f. 9, 2, 
that under the sphere of the moon, which is the last under all, is a firma- 
ment (J’p)... and there are the souls of the devils, etc.* Further, R. 
Bechai says, in Pentat. f. 189, 4, where he is explaining how it comes about 
that the demons know what is future : ‘‘ because they dwell in the air 
VWik3), . . . they learn future things from the princes of the planets.” The 
same R. Bechai, in Pentat. f. 18, 1, relates, as a Rabbinical tradition, that 
Noah had in his ark, according to Gen. vi. 19, preserved devils also, and 
says in confirmation of this exposition : for it would have been impossible 


1 Not even in Luke xxiii. 7, where it ex- 3 Followed by Olshausen. 
presses the idea of governing authority, of 4 in Pentat. f. 90, 1. 
jurisdiction. So often in Plutarch, Diodo- 5 Talmud, Chagig. 2; R. Eliezer in Bar- 
Tus, etc. toloce. I. p. 820 ff., al. 

2 See, especially, Eisenmenger, Hntdeckt. 6 See Eisenmenger, II. p. 411. 


Judenth. Il. p. 437 ff. 
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for them to remain in their own place, which is the air (WSN NAN Ov1pn3),? 
The assertion, too, of R. Menasseh, in Eisenmenger, II. p. 456 f., that the 
rising smoke of the incense which was offered to the devils was their food, 
points to the air as their dwelling-place; as, indeed, according to the Cab- 
bala (Cabb. denud. I. p. 417), the demons dwell ‘‘below the upper sanc- 
tuary.” * Thus much, consequently, is clewr and transparent enough in the 
“muddy sloughs” of Rabbinical tradition, that the kingdom of the demons 
was located in the air ; and with this we find the apostle in agreement. 
Hence we have no right to deny that he has retained this conception from 
the sphere of his Rabbinical training, but at the same time it would be 
quite unwarrantable to attribute to him the singularities associated with this 
tenet by the Rabbins, since, in fact, he asserts nothing more than that the 
devilish powers are in theair. Thisisa simple historical statement, in which, 
we may add, it is quite arbitrary to discern a ‘‘ profound hint,” namely, of 
their dismal and spectral nature (in opposition to Schenkel). The right 
explanation is given also by Schmid, Bibl. Theol. § 86, and Bleek. Among 
the Pythagoreans, too, we meet with an analogous view ;* but quite unfound- 
ed is the assertion .of Wetstein : ‘‘P. ita loquitur ex principiis philoso- 
phiae Pythagoreae, quibus illi, ad quos scribit, imbuti erant,” ‘‘Paul thus 
speaks according to the principles of the Pythagorean philosophy, with 
which they to whom he writes were imbued.” Paul presupposes in his 
readers an acquaintance with his expression as the expression of his doctrine, 
and speaks so emphatically and solemnly that any sort of accommodation is 
not to be thought of. [See Note XVII., p. 399.] — rot rvebparoc] is stil 
dependent on rév dpyovra, so that the power over which the devil rules, 
after being designated as regards its outward existence by the phrase éovoiac 
tov dépoc, is now designated as regards its active operation in men’s hearts, 
namely, as the spirit which is at work in the disobedient. This xveiua, of which 
Satan is the ruler, is not, however, to be thought of as being the human 
mind, since, thus understood, it would not suit as apposition to the rie 
é£ovolac tov aépoc, which is different from the human individuality, as, indeed, 
rod évepy. «.7.2. points to an agent different from the human individual ; 
but rather as the principle proceeding from its épyov, the devil, and passing 
over into men to become operative in their hearts—the antithesis of the Holy 
Spirit which proceeds from God. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 12. This rveiua is, in 
contrast to 7d rvevya tHe GAnOeiac, the rvedvua tH¢ wAdvyc, 1 John iv. 6. It is 
not, however, ‘‘odd,” 4 nor is it ‘‘ unnatural,” ® to speak of a ‘‘ ruler of this 


firmament where the Prince of this world 


1 Comp. Nishmath chasim, f. 115, 2. 

2 With this Rabbinical view agrees also 
Test. XII. Patr. p. 729: bd 70d aepiov mvev- 
patos Tov Bedrdp, where aéptov means fo be 
Found in the air. See Plat. Hpin. p. 948 D: 
Sainovas, agprov dé yévos. Comp. Test. XII. 
Patr. p. 54%. If we take aépros in such pas- 
sages as aeriform (Hahn), we confound it 
with dépuvos (Arist. de Anim. iii. 138; Metaph. 
ix. 7%. Comp. rather, Ascens. Isa. 10: ‘de- 
scendit in firmamentum, ubiprinceps hujus 
mundi habitabat,” ‘‘ He descended into the 


dwelt.” 

3 Diog. Laert. vill. 32: cara tov wév Mvdayo- 
pay elvat Te mavTa TOV aépa WuxXe@ EuTAcoY, Kal 
Tovtous Saimovas Te Kal Hpwas vouiSerdar, ‘* Ac- 
cording to Pythagoras, all the air is full of 
spirits, and these are considered demons 
and heroes,”’ and compare the other pas- 
sages in Wetstein, and Elsner, p, 206; 
Dougt. Anal. p. 127. 

4 de Wette. 

5 Bleek. 
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spirit ;” but this is quite analogous to the conception, according to which 
Christ is spoken of as ‘‘ Lord of the Holy Spirit” (2 Cor. iii. 18). We have 
further not to understand row rvebuaroe collectively ;* for the éfovoia tov aépo¢ 
is, indeed, the sum total of the plurality of the demons, but the spirit, 
which is brought by its ruler, the devil, into the hearts of men and operates 
within them, is in all viot r7 amev0. one and the self-same spirit, just as the 
Holy Spirit is in all individuals who believe one and the same. Others 
regard rot mvebuatoc as apposition to rov apy. tT. é€ove. t. aép., in that they 
either assume the use of an abnormal case occasioned by a deviation from 
the construction (genitive for accusative), as Piscator, Calovius, Semler, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, de Wette, Bleek, or look upon the genitive 
as one of apposition to Tov apyovra, as Flatt. But how purely arbitrary is 
the former ! and how impossible the latter, since tov dpyovra, in accord- 
ance with its significance, demands a defining genitive, and already has it in 
the é&ovo. T. aép., and consequently rot mvebuaroc cannot be taken in any 
other relation !— viv] is emphatic,—not, however, as Meier supposes: ? 
‘even now, when it is so powerfully counteracted by the gospel,” which 
must have been expressed by kai viv; * but viv stands opposed to the preced- 
ing roré, when the diabolic rveiwa was active in all, even in the readers. 
Comp. ver. 3. Riickert 4 thinks of the extraordinary, especially dangerous 
power which the Satanic kingdom developed just at the time of the redemp- 
tion (2 Thess. ii. 2 ff.); so also de Wette. But that could not be under- 
stood from the simple évepy., and would have required the addition of a 
meptoootépwc, drepBarAdvruc, ‘‘ extraordinarily, exceedingly,” or the like. <Ac- 
cording to Olshausen, viv is to be held as opposed to the future age, and to 
make the diabolic activity appear as limited, in contrast to the everlasting, 
divine activity of the Holy Spirit. But a contrast to the aidy péAAwv is not 
at all implied in the context ; indeed, it was entirely self-evident that the 
Satanic activity extends only to the time before the Parousia ; how then 
could it occur to a reader to find in the viv a negation of the aidv péA2uv ? 
— év Toi¢ vioig tH¢ arev.| in their souls. The expression viol r. areif. is He- 
braizing,® and denotes the dependence which has its basis in the relation of 
the person or thing concerned to the genitive-noun, here the genesis of the 
spiritual condition, so that roic é& ameibeiag (comp. Rom. ii. 8) would signify 
the same thing. Comp. Winer, p. 213. The opposite is rékva iraxoje, 
1 Pet. i. 14. By arei6eva, however, is not meant unbelief; *® for this could 
only be logically included under the notion of disobedience as refusal 
of belief, consequently as opposite to the imaxoy miotewe (Rom. i. 5 ; Heb. 
iv. 6, 11; and see Fritzsche on Rom. xi. 80). And with that sense in the 
present case the following év aic al jucig m&évre¢ would be at variance, 


} Vatablus, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, Mi- ¢wypddwy, “sons of Achaeans, children of 


chaelis, Holzhausen. painters,” and the like, but not with 
2 Comp. Zanchius. abstract nouns; see Blomfield, Gloss. Pers. 
3 As Ignat. ad Smyrn. interp. 7. 408, p. 188; Stallb. ad Plat. Phil. p. 107. 
4 Comp. Bengel and Holzhausen. SLuther, Bengel, Koppe, Harless, and 


© For among Greek writers arefoundonly others. 
such expressions aS vies ‘Ayawy, maides 
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since not all Jewish-Christians had, like Paul, resisted the faith. Now, as 
Paul is speaking only of the immorality of the unbelievers (vv. 1, 3), areiHeca 
is here the want of compliance towards God (Rom. xi. 380), i.e, towards 
His revealed and natural law respectively (Rom. ii. 8 ff.), displaying itself 
through their immoral conduct. 

Ver. 3. After the apostle has just depicted the pre-Christian corruption of 
the readers, who were Gentile-Christians, the sinful corruptness of al/—this 
basis for his enthusiastic certainty of the universality of the redemption 
(Rom. i. 18. . . ii. 24, iii. 19, 28, xi. 82; Gal. ii. 15, 16, iii. 22, a/.)—pre- 
sents itself at the same time with such vividness before his mind, that he now 
also includes with the others the whole body of the Jewish- Christians (kat ipeic 
mavtec) in the same state of corruption, and accordingly, on the resumption of 
the argument at ver. 4, he cannot again employ the second person introduced 
in ver. 1, but must change this into juaéc. Inasmuch as kai jueic, we also, 
must necessarily denote the class falling to be added to ipac, ver. 1, we cannot 
understand by it the Christians generally ;! but, since the tyueic are Gentile- 
Christians, we must take it to mean the Jewish-Christians. The general 
moral description which follows is not opposed to this view,” since it was 
the very object of the apostle to delineate the essential equality in the moral 
condition of both.* Comp. Rom. i. 2, 3. De Wette explains it quite arbi- 
trarily : ‘“‘we also, who have been already a considerable time Christians.” — év 
oi¢| is not to be referred to roic maparrépati, ver. 1,‘ for that reference is 
not to be supported by Col. iii. 7, but, on the contrary, is impossible with 
the reading tuav after duapr., ver. 1, and is, moreover, to be rejected, 
because Paul has not again written év aic, and because reference to the 
nearest subject is altogether suitable ; for the Jewish-Christians also all 
walked once among the disobedient, as belonging to the ethical category of 
the same, inasmuch as they likewise before their conversion were through 
their immoral walk disobedient towards God (Rom. ii. 17 ff., 25, iii. 9 ff.). 
— év raic éxiOuu. tHe capKdc ju. | More precise definition to what has just been 
said év ol¢ . . . dveorpddyyev roré, denoting the immoral domain of the pre- 
Christian state,® in which this walk took place, namely, in the desires of our 
corporeo-psychical human nature, whose impulses, adverse to God, had not 
yet experienced the overcoming influence of the Holy Spirit (Rom. vii. 
14 ff., viii. 7 ; Gal. v.17; Rom. viii. 2, a.), and hence rendered ineffectual 
the moral volition directed towards the divine law (Rom. vii. 17-20). The 
opposite is: mvebuare repimareiv (Kal éeribvuiav capkds pi TeAciv), Gal. v. 16 ; 
comp. Rom. viii. 13. — rovwvrec «.7.A.] 80 that we, etce., now specifies the way 
and manner of this walk, wherein the prefixed rowivrec has the emphasis, in 
that it predicates what they did, as afterwards jyev, what they were. The 
HeAfuata (comp. on the plural, Acts xiii, 22; Jer. xxiii, 26 ; 2 Macc. i. 3) 


1 Estius, Koppe, and others. wanting to him. 

2 As de Wette objects. 4 Peshito, Jerome, Grotius, Estius, Ben- 

2 In doing which Paul could, least of all, gel, Baumgarten, Koppe, Rosenmiiller. 
venture to except himself, although, ac- 52 Cor. i. 12; 2 Pet. ii. 18; comp. Xen. 


cording to Phil. iii. 6, the justitia externa, Ages. ix. 4; Plat. Legg. ix. p. 865 E; Polyb. 
“outward righteousness,” had not been ix. 21. 5. 
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are here in reality not different from the érfvyia, which, however, are con- 
ceived of as activities of the will, that take place on the part of the odpé and 
the didvocac (both conceived of under a personified aspect as the power ruling 
the ego of the unconverted man). As regards rév diavoldv, which stands re- 
lated to ri¢ capxéc as the special to the general, the bad connotation is not 
implied in the plural, as Harless conjectures (who finds therein ‘‘ fluctuating, 
changing opinions”), but in the context, which makes us think of the unholy 
thoughts,' whose volitions were directed to evil, in the state of disobedience. 
Comp. Num. xy. 39 : prvycOgoeobe racdv Tov évtoA@y Kupiov Kai roijoeTe avTac, 
Kal ov diactpaghoecbe orriow Tov diavoiov buov, ‘‘ Remember all the command- 
ments of the Lord and do them ; and that ye seek not ;” also Jer. xxiii. 26; 
Isa. lv. 9 (rd deavofuara), where likewise the prejudicial connotation lies not 
in the plural, but in the connection. — kat quev réxva oboe opyzc] Instead of 
continuing the construction in uniformity with routes by kai dvrec, the 
apostle passes over, as at i. 20 (see on that passage), emphatically into the 
oratio finita, depicting, after the immoral mode of action, the wnhappy con- 
dition in which withal we found ourselves. The fact that on this account 
quev is prefixed has been left unnoticed, and hence xai juev has been either 
tacitly (so usually) or expressly ? connected with év ol¢ . . . aveorp. Harless 
[also Hofm. Braune, Ewald] regards the words as only a supplemental and 
more exact definition and modification of the thought expressed immediately 
before ; but in that case an isolation of the words is needlessly assumed, and 
likewise the correlation of the prefixed verbs rovotvre¢ and juev is overlooked. 
— réxva opyic are children of wrath (comp. on ver. 2), that is, however, not 
merely those worthy of wrath,* which relation of dependence is not in keeping 
with the context, but, as vexpov¢ toic mapart. shows, ver. 1, subject to wrath, 
irae obnoxit, standing under wrath (comp. v. 8 ; Matt. xxiii. 15 ; John xvii. 
12). So most expositors rightly take it. To whose wrath they were subject, 
Paul does not indicate (for he does not write rc opyzc, comp. Rom. xii. 19), 
but (comp. Rom. iv. 15) he leaves it to the reader to say for himself that it 
is God’s wrath he has to think of (see ver. 4). As to the wrath of God,— 
which here, too, is not to be understood merely of that of the future judg- 
ment,*—the holy emotion of absolute displeasure at evil, which is neces- 
sarily posited by absolute love to the good, and is thus the necessary princi- 
ple of temporal and eternal punishment on the part of God (not the punish- 
ment itself), comp. on Rom. i. 18. — ice] dative of the more precise mode 
(=xara gto), may either attach itself merely to réxva (not to quer), so that 
the idea expressed is : nature-children, téxva dvoid dpyye 3° or it may more 
precisely define the whole notion réxva dpyic, thus : wrath-children by nature, 
réxva opyn¢ pvoixd ; so that the réxva opy., like viol r. amecbetac, ver. 2, forms a 


1 That these were selfish, is in itself cor- 3 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 


rect, but is not implied in the word itself, 
and is not expressed by Paul (in opposition 
to Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 563). 

2 As by Fritzsche, Conject. p. 45, who takes 
€V Tals Emidum, THS TapKds MAY TOLODVTES K.T.A, 
together as one clause. 


Theophylact, Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, and 
others. 

4 Ritschl, de tra Dei, p. 17. 

5 See on such datives joined on to nouns. 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 688 ; Heind. ad Cratyl, 
p. 131 
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single idea. The latter is the correct view, because réxva is used figuratively 
and receives the real contents of the conception only by means of épyfc, for 
which reason it is not to be thought of as separated therefrom.! The notion 
of gfce. must obtain its more precise definition solely from the context, as to 
whether, namely, it betoken an znnate relation,*—whether it be consequently 
equivalent to yevécoe:, and the sonship of wrath be éu@uroc, a qualitas innata, 
‘‘implanted an innate quality,” *— or, on the other hand, a relation brought 
about by development of a nativa indoles, ‘‘native disposition,” one that has 
been produced by virtue of natural endowment.* In the latter sense David is 
said by Josephus, Anté. vii 7. 1, to have been gices dixaroc kai Oeooe Bac, ‘by 
nature just and religious ;” comp. xiii. 10. 6. Philo, de conf. lingu. p. 827E : 
avtidoyixod gtoe, ‘by nature contradictory,” Xen. Oec. xx. 25: gices giAoy- 
ewpyératoc, ‘by nature most fond of country life,” Plut. Artaw. 6 : ¢tcex 
BaptOvpoc obca, ‘‘ by nature being sullen,” Arist. Polit. i. 1. 9 : avOpwro¢ dtoee 
roditixov Cov, ‘* man by nature a political animal,” and many others. Ac- 
cording to this view, jer réxva gboer opyzc would have to be paraphrased by: 
her, TH dvoer xpnodpmevor, Téxva opy#c. From early times® the word in our 
passage has been employed in defence of original sin as an inborn condition 
of culpability (énborn peccatum vere damnans, ‘‘ sin truly condemning”), as in- 
deed even Riickert, Harless, Olshausen, Usteri,° Julius Miiller, Lechler, Phil- 
ippi, Thomasius, and others have understood an inborn childship of wrath. 
‘Paulus nos cum peccato gigni testatur, quemadmodum serpentes suum ven- 
enum ex utero afferunt,” ‘‘ Paul testifies that we are born with sin, as serpents 
bring from the womb their poison,” Calvin. ‘‘Hoc uno verbo, quasi ful- 
raine, totus homo, quantus est, prosternitur ; neque enim naturam dicit 
laesam, sed mortuam per peccatum ideoque irae obnoxiam,” ‘‘ By this one 
word, as by a thunderbolt, the entire man, however great he is, is prostrated ; 
for he does not say that nature is injured, but is dead by sin, and therefore 
subject to wrath,” Beza.” But (1) the context points, in vy. 1-8, as again also 


1 According to this view, there is here in 
the position of the words a severance 
(Kiihner, IJ. p. 627) whereby the genitive is 
separated from its governing word (Buttm. 
neut. Gr. p. 332 [E. T. 387]). This hyperba- 
ton has for its object the reserving of the 
whole emphasis for the closing word opyjs, 
and letting it fall thereon. Comp. Philem. 
Sragm. p. 354, ed. Cleric.: moAdev pvaeu Tots 
macw aitia Kaxov, ‘by nature, the cause of 
many evils to all.” 

2 Asin Gal. ii. 15; Xen. Mem.i. 4.14; Dem. 
1411 ult.; Soph. Aj. 1280; O. C. 1297; Isoc. 
Evag. 16: 7G pev yap iv pice marpis, rov 5é 

. von@ moAitny émemoinvto ; specially in- 
structive are Plat. Prot. p. 323 C D, Dem. 
774, 7. 

3 Wisd. xii. 10, comp. xiii. 1, and thereon 
Grimm, Handb. p. 233. 

4 As Rom. ii. 14; 1 Cor. xi. 14; Xen. Mem. 
i. 2.14, iv. 1.8; Plat. Legg. vi. p. 777 D; Ael. 
V.Z. ii. 18. 38, xxii. 9.13; see also Wetstein 


in loc., and Loesner, p. 340 f. 

5 See, already, Augustine, etract. i. 10. 
15; de verb. ap. 14. = 

§ Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 30, we may add, 
suspects the genuineness of ¢vce., partly on 
account of its alleged singular position, 
partly on account of the various readings. 
But as regards the position, see above. And 
of various readings there are none at all, 
since different translations are not various 
readings. ¢vce is omitted only in 109, Aeth. 
No doubt Clem. Alex. ad Gent. (Opp. ed. 
Pott, p. 28) is also adduced, where the pas- 
sage is cited without dv’ce. But in Clem. 
Z.c. (comp. p. 560) we have no citation, but 
merely a free use of the passage, from 
which the existence of variations cannot be 
made good. Clement, we may add, singu- 
larly explains réxva opyns by tpepdmeva opy7, 
opyns Spéupmata, 

7 Comp. Form. Cone. p. 639 f. 
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in ver. 5, to an actually produced, not to an inborn state of guilt.' Further, 
(2) if Paul had wished, after touching on the sinful action, to bring into 
prominence the inborn state of culpability, and so had taken the course ab 
effectu ad causam, ‘‘ from the effect to the cause,” gtce would have an em- 
phasis, which would make its critically assured position, as it stands in the 
Recepta, appear simply inappropriate ; in fact, not even the position in 
Lachmann (jyev oboe réxva opyjc¢) would be sufficiently in keeping, but we 
should be obliged logically to expect: kai dtoer juev réxva dpyagc, ‘and 
(already) by birth were we children of wrath,” in which would lie the 
source of sinful action. But (8) the ecclesiastical dogma, that man is a born 
subject of wrath, from birth an object of the divine condemnation, is not at 
all a doctrine of the apostle, according to whom man by his actwal sin falls 
under the wrath of God (Rom. i. 18, ii. 8, 9, vii. 7 f., a/.), inasmuch, 
namely, as he becomes subject to and follows the inborn principle of sin 
(Rom. vii. 14 ff.), in opposition to his moral will, which he likewise by na- 
ture bears in himself ; in connection with which, we may add, bodily death 
has its causal basis not in the individual sin of the particular persons, but in 
the connection of the whole race with the fall and death-penalty of its first 
progenitor (see on Rom. v. 12). And (4) how could Paul, speaking of the 
Jews, predicate of them an inborn childship of wrath, when he regarded them 
as KAddove aylove tH¢ pitnc dyiac (Rom. xi. 16)! They were in fact oi xara dbouw 
kAddo. of the sacred olive-tree of the theocracy (Rom. xi. 21) ; how could 
they be at the same time the opposite (observe the xara ¢gtov), born réxva 
opync ? See also Gal. ii. 15, where the ¢baec Iovdaios are opposed to the é 
éOvév duaptwdoi,’ as well as Rom. ix. 4, where of them is predicated the pos- 
session of the viofecia, consequently the type of the Christian childship of 
God, whereof the inborn childship of wrath would be the direct opposite.® 
Several have found in ¢éce the sense : ‘‘ apart from the special relation in 
which they as Israelites stood to God ;”* but this is just a mere saving 
clause obtruded on the text, in connection with which there is nevertheless 
retained the un-Pauline conception of born liability to wrath, consequently 
of condemnation from the very first, without any personal participation and 
contracting of guilt, before one yet knows sin (Rom. vii. 7).° Further, (5) 
if Paul had thought of an inborn liability to wrath, he could not have re- 
garded even the children of Christians as holy and pure (1 Cor. vii. 14) ; and 
infant baptism must have been already ordained in the N. T., and that, in- 
deed, with the absolute necessity, which had to be subsequently assigned to 


1 Quite mistakenly Grotius argues from 
the context against the ecclesiastical ex- 
position in this way: ‘‘ Non agi hic de labe 
originaria, satis ostendunt praecedentia, 
ubi describuntur vitia, a quibus multi veteram 
Suere immunes,” ‘That here the original 
fall is not treated of, is sufficiently shown 
by what precedes, where vices are described 
from which many of the ancients were 
free.”” See, on the other hand, Rom. i.-iii., 
xi. 82; Gal. iii. 22, al. 

2 Which Hofmann, Schrifibew. I. p. 564 


(comp. his Heil. Schr. N. T. Il. 1, p. 24), de- 
nies on invalid linguistic grounds; see on 
Gal. lc. 

3See, generally, on the sanctity of the 
people of God, Ewald, Alterth. p. 262 ff. 

4 Thomasius, I. p. 289. 

5 This remark also holds in opposition to 
the essentially similar interpretation in 
Hofmann, p. 565, comp. Schmid, bit. Theol. 
II. p. 274, and Julius Miiller, v. d. Stinde, 
p. 377 f. 
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it in consistency with the elaboration of the dogma of original sin bringing 
eternal condemnation on every one born by ordinary generation. The ex- 
planation of an inborn state of wrath (which also does not tally with the fact 
that Jesus promises the kingdom of heaven to those who should be like 
children, Matt. xviii. 2 f., xix. 14 f.) is accordingly to be rejected as opposed 
to the context and wn-Pauline ; and toe defines the childship of wrath to the 
effect, that it has arisen i virtue of natural constitution (observe the just- 
mentioned ériOuuiae tHe capKdc, comp. the véuoc év toig uéAeot, Which overcomes 
the moral law in man, Rom. vii. 23, 24). [See Note XVIII., p. 399.] Cer- 
tainly man is born with this natural, sinful quality, ¢.e., with the principle of 
sin, by the awakening and development of which the moral will is vanquished 
(Rom. vil. ; comp. also John iii. 6) ; it is not, however, the mere fact of 
this inborn presence having its basis in his odpé, that in and of itself! makes 
him the child of wrath,’ but he only becomes so, when that constitution of 
his moral nature, that mingling of two opposite principles in his natural dis- 
position, has—which, however, is the case with every one (Rom. iii. 9, xi. 
32; Gal. iii. 22)—-brought about the victory of the sin-principle, and there- 
with the capxixév and rexpapévov br6 tHv duaptiav elvar (Rom. vii. 14).* Others, 
such as Erasmus, Balduin, Bengel, Morus, Koppe, Stolz, Flatt, Matthies, de 
Wette, Bleek,* have explained it of the so-called natural state of man, ‘.e., of 
the state of the pre-Christian life, which was as yet aloof from the influence 
of yapic (ver. 5 ff.) and of the Holy Spirit ; but in this way, properly speak- 
ing, nothing is explained ; for while the whole description, and not merely 
dboe, delineates ‘‘the natural state in which the redemptive activity of God 
found the nations,” ° in connection with ¢ice: there always remains the special 
question, whether the ‘‘by nature” denotes an inborn relation to wrath or 
not. Holzhausen would even combine ¢ice: dpyfe (‘‘ wrath which comes from 
the ungodly nature-life”),—a view from which, even if ¢tovc meant nature- 
life, the very absence of any article ought in itself to have precluded him ; 
TIC Th HboeL OpyHc, OY THe Ex THC bbc. dpyyc, or the like, must have been used. 


1 The objection of Lechler, p. 107 (comp. 
Philippi, Dogm. III. p. 205 f.)—that my ex- 
planation, inasmuch as the sinful disposi- 
tion is inborn, thereby after all concedes the 
traditional Church-view—overlooks the es- 
sential distinction, that it is only accord- 
ing to the latter that man is Jorn as object 
of the divine wrath ; whereas, according to 
my view, the natural disposition to sin does 
not yet in and by itself make him such 
an object of wrath, but he becomes so only 
through the setting in of actual sin, which, 
it is true, does not fail to emerge in any one 
who lives long enough to be aéle to sin. 
According to the traditional view, even the 
newly-born unconscious child is already 
guilty and liable to the Divine wrath; so 
that in this way the imputation attaches it- 
self not merely to the perpetration of sin, 
but even to the occasion to sin, which every 
one has by nature. This is, so far as I can 


see, exegetically incompatible with the anthro- 
pological teachings of the apostle else- 
where, especially with his exposition in 
Rom. vii. 7 f. Only with the actual sin, ac- 
cording to Paul, is the guilt connected, and 
consequently the wrath of God. An inborn 
guilt is not taught by the apostle; as is 
rightly brought out by Ernesti, but is only 
hesitatingly hinted at by Bleek. 

2 Comp. Beyschlag, Chrisiol. d. N. T.p. 207. 

3 Through Christian regeneration the 
moral will attains, by virtue of the Spirit 
(Rom. viii. 2), the ascendancy in man, and 
he becomes therewithal qualitatively delas 
Ko.vwvos dicews, 2 Pet.i.4, and merardapBarwv 
THs ayLwTnTOS TOV cod, Heb. xii. 10. Comp. 
1 John v. 18. 

4Comp. also Weber, vom Zorn Gottes, 
p. 88. 

5 de Wette. 
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Moreover, Cyril, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Grotius, erroneously hold ¢toe 
as equivalent to ad7Hoc (comp. others in Jerome, who take it as prorsus), 
which it never is, not even in Gal. iv. 8, to which Grotius appeals. Lastly, 
in a quite peculiar way Ernesti’ obtains the exact opposite of a born liabil- 
ity to wrath by conducting his interpretation so as to enclose réxva dice 
within two commas, and to connect opyj¢ with jyev : ‘‘ We were in conse- 
quence of our actual sinfulness, although children (of God in the Israelitish 
sense, Rom. ix. 4] by nature, liable to wrath even as the Gentiles ;” according 
to which, therefore, 7uev opy7¢ is explained from the well-known usage of 
elvai Twoc in the sense of ‘‘ belonging to.” But it may be decisively urged 
against this view, first, that the supplying the thought of Ocov after réxva (as 
Isa. lxiii. 8 ; Rom. viii. 17 ; Gal. iv. 6) is not in any way suggested by the 
context, but is purely arbitrary, and the more so, inasmuch as there is already 
in the text a genitive which offers itself to complete the notion of réxva ; and 
secondly, that there is nothing to indicate the contrast assumed by Ernesti 
(although, etc.), for in order to write in some measure intelligibly, Paul 
must at least have said : kai quev réxva pev gboes, opy7e dé, although this, too, 
on account of the absence of a definition to réxva, would have been enigmat- 
ic enough. Equally to be rejected is the quite similar interpretation of 
Nickel,? who explains as though the words ran : kal qjuev Ocov pév téxva pbcel, 
opyne oé réxva, ‘‘ We were, on the one hand, by nature God’s children ; on the 
other, children of wrath.” —dc kai oi Aourot] sc. foav. The Aoroi are the Gen- 
tiles (Rom. iii. 9 ; 1 Thess. iv. 13), and xaiis not adhuc (Grotius), but the 
also of comparison. 

Ver. 4. Now begins, after the intervening clauses, vv. 2, 3, the resump- 
tion, and that with the subject, which Paul already had in mind at ver. 1. 
See on ver. 1. It is not, however, by oiv, but by dé, that the thought is 
taken up again, because that which is now to be spoken of (the abundant 
compassion of God) stands in an adversative relation to what has been said 
in the relative clauses.’ — riobouoc dv év éAéer x.7.2.] The connection is: God, 
however, since He is rich in mercy, has for His much love’s sake made. . . us 

. alive in Christ. As to the distinction between éAeoc and oixtipydc, see 
on Rom. ix. 15. On év éAée, comp. 1 Cor. i. 5; Jas. ii. 5; 2 Cor. ix. 11; 
1 Tim. vi. 18. — did tiv road. aydrny abtov] namely, in order to satisfy it.* 
Luther erroneously renders : through His great love. The Vulgate, rightly: 
propter, etc. Comp. Philem. 8. We may add that not airoi is to be 
written, but airov, as at i. 6. — Hv gyda. ju] as in John xvii. 26. Comp. 
the classical gpwra épav, Lobeck, Paral. p. 516. The manifestation of the 
divine love thereby meant is the atoning death of Christ, in which, in pur- 
suance of the abundance of the divine compassion, the great love of God 
communicated itself to us. Rom. v.18 ; John iii. 16 ; Eph. v. 2, 25. — juac] 
After the glance has extended from the readers (vv. 1, 2) also to the Jewish 


1 Urspr. d. Stinde, ll. p. 174 ff. mercy toward the wretched, was the 

2TIn Reuter’s Repert. 1860, Oct., p. 16. motive for not leaving them to their misery, 

3 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 877. [Cf. Winer, but, etc. The édcos is thus related to the 
§ 53, 7.] ayanry as the species to the genus. 

* The great love of God, who is rich in 


CHAP: Il., 5, 369 
Christians (ver. 3), the resumption of the object with jua¢ now embraces both, 
the Jewish and Gentile Christians. 

Ver. 5. The «ai is not to be taken as in ver. 1 (‘‘also us collectively,” 
Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, and earlier expositors), which, apart from the 
universal reference of the juac, the order of the words forbids (kai uae 
must have been written), according to which, also, the «ai of ver. 1 can by 
no means be here resumed ;! further, «ai isnot, with Koppe, to be taken as al- 
though, seeing that, in fact, amaking alive cannot take place otherwise than 
from a state of death, and consequently «ai cannot convey any climactic stress, 
on which account Harless explains incorrectly from a logical point of view : 
‘‘even in the state of death, in which we were.”?? Erasmus paraphrases as 
though «ai stood before ovve{wor., and even the expedient to which Morus has 
recourse, that «ai corresponds to the xai of ver. 6 (non modo, ‘‘not only,” 

. verum etiam, ‘‘but also”), would demand this position. Others give 
other explanations, and many are silent with regard to it. If cai were also, 
it would have to be referred to évrac,? and would express the reality of the 
relation asserted in ver. 1.4 But there would be nothing to call for the as- 
surance of this reality. It is rather the simple copula: and, annexing to 
the dvd tr. mod. ay. qv 7y. yu. a further element.° The two elements, side 
by side, place in the full light what God has done. God has, on account 
of His much love, and when we were dead in the sins, made us alive with 
Christ. The «ai might also be omitted, but the keeping of the points 
thus apart strengthens the representation. — roic taparr.] The article denotes 
the sins, which we had committed, with a retrospective glance at ver. 1. — 
ovvelworoince TH Xp.] is by most expositors® understood of new spiritual 
quickening.” But how is this to be justified from the context? If the 
reader was reminded by vexpov¢ toic raparr. of the eternal death, to which 
he had been subjected by his pre-Christian life of sin (see on ver. 1), he 
would now have to think of the eternal life, which begins with the resur- 
rection, and he could the less think of anything else than of this real resur- 
rection-life, since afterwards there is further expressed the translation to- 
gether into heaven, and then, in ver. 7, the intention of God is referred to 
the times after the Parousia. And had not already i. 18 f. pointed definitely 
to the future kAnpovoyia? How, in this connection, could a reader light 
upon the merely ethical, spiritual quickening (Rom. vi. 4 f. ; 2 Cor. v. 15; 
Gal. ii. 19 f.)? No, God has made believers alive with Ohrist; 7.e., in 
Christ’s revivification, which God has wrought, theirs also is included. By 
virtue of the dynamic connection in which Christ stands with His believers, 
as the head with its body (i. 23), their revivification is objectively compre- 


1 Riickert, Matthies, Holzhausen, ana probably the correct one, and follows it. 


most of the older expositors, 

2 Comp. Calvin and de Wette. 

3 For, as to the fact that xai, also, always 
lays the stress upon that word, before which 
it stands, see Haupt, Obss. Crit. p. 55 ff. 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 638. 

4 Hartung, I. p. 182 f. 

5 Bleek describes this view of mine as 


24 


6 Including Flatt, Riickert, Meier, Mat- 
thies, Harless, Olshausen, de Wette, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Schenkel, Hofmann, Bleek. 

7 ** Justificationem et regenerationem nos- 
tram complectitur,”’ ‘‘It embraces our justi- 
fication and regeneration,”’ Boyd ; Riickert 
would have us think mainly of the justifica- 
tion. 
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hended in His,—a relation, in fact, of which the Christian is conscious in 
faith ; ‘‘quum autem jides suscipitur, ea omnia a Deo applicantur homini, 
et ab homine rata habentur,” ‘‘ But when faith is received, all those things 
are applied to man by God and are considered as ratified by man,” Bengel. 
So the matter stands in the view of the apostle as accomplished, because the 
making alive of Christ is accomplished ; the future actual making alive, or, as 
the case may be, change at the Parousia (1 Cor. xv. 23), is then the subjec- 
tive individual participation of that which is already objectively given on 
the part of God in the resurrection of Christ. Certainly Paul might, in ac- 
cordance with another mode of looking at it, have expressed himself by the 
Suture, as at 1 Cor. xv. 22; cf. Rom. viii. 17 ; but who does not feel that 
by means of the aorist’ the matter stands forth more forcibly and trium- 
phantly out of the believing conviction of the apostle ? ob¢ édixaiwoe tobrove 
kai éd6Zace, Rom, viii. 30. — The obv in ovvefwor. is by Beza erroneously re- 
ferred to the coagmentatio gentium et Judaeorum, ‘union of Gentiles and 
Jews,” a reference which is forbidden by the tr» Xpvord ; and by Grotius, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and others, it is explained ad exemplum, ‘‘ according 
to the example,” ? by which the Pauline idea of fellowship with Christ, which 
also lay at the bottom of i. 19, is quite arbitrarily explained away. — Comp. 
on Col. ii. 18; Rom. viii. 17 ; 2 Tim. ii. 12. — ydpuiti tore ceowopu.| by grace 
(not by merit) are ye partakers of the Messianic salvation! an impassioned 
(hence expressed in the second person), parenthetic reminding the readers 
of the divine basis of the salvation which had accrued to them, designated 
by ovveCworoince ; a reminding, which was very natural for the apostle in 
general (for its tenor was the sum of his doctrine and the constant echo of 
his own experience, 1 Cor. xv. 10), and more especially here, where he rep- 
resents the quickening of believers as accomplished with the making alive 
of Christ, which could not but repel even the most distant thought of per- 
sonal merit. In connection with ovve(wor. 7. Xp. the possession of the 
Messianic bliss is designated as an already accomplished fact, although it was 
before the Parousia (Col. iii. 8 f.) merely a possession in hope (Rom. viii. 
24), and the final realization was yet future (Rom. v. 10). That the yépurv 
emphatically placed at the beginning* means the grace of God, not of 
Christ,* is manifest from the context, in which God is constantly the 
subject. 

Ver. 6. After the making alive of Christ in the grave followed His resur- 
rection, with which Paul regards that of believers as likewise accomplished. 
Hence : «al ovvqyecpe, which in like manner is not to be taken in the spiritual 
sense ;* but see on ver.5. With strange inconsistency several expositors, 
such as Menochius, Zanchius, Boyd, Estius, Grotius, although taking 


1“*Ponitur autem aoristus de re, quae, 
quamvis futura sit, tamen pro peracta recte 
censeatur, cum... alia re jam facta con- 
tineatur,” ‘‘ The aorist is used of a matter, 
which, although it be future, neverthelessis 
properly regarded as past, when it is con- 
tained in another matter already accom- 
plished,” Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 206. 


2 Comp. Anselm: sicut, ‘* just as.” 

3 For ‘‘gratiam esse docet proram et 
puppim,”’ ‘‘He teaches that grace is both 
prow and stern,”’ Bengel. 

4 Beza; comp. the inserted of in D* EF 
G, Vulg. It. Victorin. Aug. Ambrosiaster. 

5 “To make them enter upon the new life 


of grace,”’ Riickert. 
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ovvetwor, metaphorically, nevertheless have taken this ovviyeipe (as well as 
the element that follows) in a literal sense, and mentally supplied nempe spe, 
‘‘namely, by hope,” or the like. — kai ovvexdficev év toig éxovp.] and hath 
given to us joint-seat in the heavenly regions (comp. i. 20), so that we have 
part (see on 1 Cor. vi. 2) in the dominion of the Exalted One (2 Tim. ii. 12); 
which Paul likewise sces as already accomplished! with the installing of 
Christ at the right hand of God ; hence, there was no need at all for supply- 
ing the thought jure et virtute spirituali, ‘‘by spiritual right and virtue,” ? 
or for a transference of the matter to the praescientia Dei, ‘‘ God’s fore- 
knowledge,” * and other such expedients. —év Xpiot@ "Ijoov] belongs to 
ouvpyerpe and ovvexdficev év toig éxovpay., So that what was expressed in the 
case of ovvetwor. by (ovv) 76 XpiotH, is here expressed, in yet more exact 
conception of the relation, by (ovy) év Xpioré (jointly in Christ). Inasmuch, 
namely, as God raised and exalted Christ (év Xpioté), He has raised and 
exalted us with Him. éy Xpior accordingly is by no means intended to 
denote the ovyxabifev as figurative.* — On év roi¢ érovpay. (see on i, 8) Bengel, 
we may add,° aptly remarks: ‘‘non dicit in dextra ; Christo sua manet ex- 
cellentia,” ‘‘ He does not say : ‘at the right hand ;’ His own excellence re- 
mains to Christ.” The transitive ovyxaifew is not elsewhere preserved. 
Ver. 7. Aim of God in connection with what is said, vv. 5, 6. —iva 
évdeiénra| prefixed with emphasis : in order—not to leave concealed and 
unknown, but—to exhibit and make manifest, etc. Comp. Rom. ix. 23.— év 
Toi¢ aidor Tole Erepy.| in the ages coming on, z.e., in the times after the Parousia, 
as being already on the approach.® In the times from the Parousia (con- 
ceived as near at hand) onward, the manifestation designed by God of His 
grace towards believers was to take place, because not before, but only after 
the Parousia, would the making alive of the believers, etc., implicitly con- 


1 Explanations in the spiritual sense. 
Calixtus: ‘Ea nobis dedit dona, quae ci- 
vibus coelorum propria sunt,” ‘‘He hath 
given us those gifts which are peculiar to 
citizens of heaven.’ Rosenmiiller: ‘“‘ Sum- 
ma felicitate nos ornavit, quasi jam in 
coelo essemus recepti,”’ ‘‘ He hath furnished 
us with the highest happiness, as though we 
had been already received in heaven.”’ 
Riickert and Bleek remind us of the 7oA‘- 
teva Of Christians, which is in heaven 
(Phil. iii. 20; comp. Col. iii. 1 ff.). Meier: 
‘‘ Exaltation into a celestially enlightened. 
pure and holy, state of life.” Matthies: 
“The spiritual kingdom of heaven or of 
God.” Olshausen: ‘‘ The awakening of the 
heavenly consciousness.’’ Koppe remarks 
superficially and with hesitation: ‘‘ Nobis 
quidem in omnibus, ‘in all these terms,’ his 
Gwororetodar éyeiperdar, Kadigery ev émoup. 
nihil inesse videtur nisi summae et uni- 
versae felicitatis, qua Christiani vel jam 
fruuntur, vel olim magis etiam fruituri sunt, 
descriptio,” ‘‘nothing seems to us to be in- 


cluded but a description of the supreme and 
universal happiness which Christians either 
already or will hereafter enjoy.”? Accord- 
ing to Baumgarten-Crusius, there is ex- 
pressed “‘ exaltation into a purely spiritual 
heaven-like state.’”> De Wette takes ouve- 
Gwor. of the deliverance out of the misery of 
sin, ovvyyepe of regeneration and, ai the 
same time, of the resurrection of the body 
guaranteed in the spiritual life, and ovvera- 
Surev x.7.A, Of the hope of the eternal doga. 
Schenkel interprets it of the presentiment of 
the future glory. 

2 Bengel. 

* Jerome. 

4 Olshausen. 

5 Comp. already Estius. 

® Comp. LXX. Isa. xliy. 7, xlv. 11; Judith 
ix.5; 3Macc. v. 2; Luke xxi. 26; Jas. v. 1; 
Hom. Od. xxiv. 142 ; Thue. i. 126; Plat. Soph. 
p. 234. D ; Aesch. Prom. 98: 1d mapov 76 7’ érep- 
xouevov, Pind. Ol. x. 11: éxadev yap émedAdav 
0 MéAAwY XpPdVOS. 
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tained in the making alive of Christ, be actually accomplished in the 
subjects. Incorrect, seeing that the apostle was previously speaking, not 
of the spiritual, but of the real resurrection, etc., is the rendering of Morus: 
‘‘per omne vestrum tempus reliquum quum in hac vita tum in futura 
quoque,” ‘through all your time left, not only in this life, but also in that 
which is to come,” as well as that of Wolf :! ‘‘tempora inde ab apostolicis 
illis ad finem mundi secutura,” ‘‘the times that were to follow from those 
of the apostles to the end of the world.” Koppe brings out, ‘‘ut aeternum 
duraturum argumentum extaret,” ‘‘that an argument might stand forth 
which would last eternally,” which is quite mistaken, since, while it is 
true that the aidvec oi érepyouevor are eternal times, the words do not signify 
tempora aeternum futura, ‘‘ times to be eternally.” Respecting the plural 
toi¢ aidor, comp. on iii. 21. To infer from this that the setting in of the 
Messianic period will not be accomplished suddenly, but by way of suc- 
cessive development,’ is at variance with the whole N. T. The future 
aioy sets in through the Parousia very suddenly and in an instant, Matt. 
xxiv. 27; 1 Cor. xv. 52, al. Hence we have not mentally to supply with 
évdeié. anything like : ‘‘ ever more completely,” * or ‘‘ ever more effectively,” * 
which is sheer caprice. — The form 76 zAovroc is here also decisively attested. 
See on i. 7. — év ypyorérnrte é¢’ jac év XpiorS ’Inoov| is to be taken together, 
and the instrumental év indicates by what God will manifest the exceeding 
great riches of His grace in the ages to come, by kindness towards us in 
Christ Jesus, i.e., by means of the fact that He shows Himself gracious 
towards us, of which the ground lies in Christ (not in us, see ver. 8). The 
article was not at all requisite before é@ judc, since ypnordétyte is anarthrous, 
and besides ypyordrye¢ é¢’ jude, like ypnorov elvac é¢’ ywac (Luke vi. 35), can be 
closely joined together in thought. Comp. on i. 15. —The ydpic is the 
source of the ypyoréryc, which latter displays itself in forgiving (comp. 
Prayer of Manass. 11 ; Tit. iii. 4; Rom. ii. 4) and in benefiting, and there- 
fore is the evidence of the former, the opposite of azorowia, Rom. xi. 22.° 
Ver. 8. How entirely was I justified in saying : 70 trepBaAAov riodvroe THe 
xdpitos avtov |! for, etc. Thus Paul now expresses himself with more detail 
as to the great truth, of which his heart was so full that it had already, ver. 
5, interrupted the course of his address. — rq ydpiti] by the grace. By the 
article the divine grace just now spoken of is indicated, after it had been 
meant doubtless by the anarthrous ydpcr:, ver. 5, but designated by it only 
as regards the category (by grace). — 61d tH rictewc]| for the faith in the atone- 
ment made by Christ (Rom. iii. 25, 30, al.) is, as the causa apprehendens, 
‘apprehending cause,” of the Messianic salvation, the necessary mediate 
instrument on the part of man, while the ydpic is the divine motive, the 
causa efficiens, ‘‘ efficient cause,” of the bestowal. The emphasis, however, 
is retained by rH ydpite alone, and d:a tH¢ xior. is only the modal definition 
to ceowou. —kat tovto ovk & hudv «.t.A.] Nothing is here to be treated as 


1Comp. Calvin, Piscator, Boyd, Estius, 3 Flatt. 
Calixtus, Michaelis, Zachariae, Meier, Mat- 4 Schenkel. 
thies, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek. 5 Comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 195; van 


2 Schenkel. Hengel, ad Rom. II. p. 682. - 
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parenthesis; neither the whole «ai rovro down to zpywv, ver. 9,1 nor merely 
cod 7d dopov,® since neither the construction nor the course of thought is 
interrupted. «ai rovro is referred by the Fathers in Suicer,? Erasmus, Beza, 
Grotius, Estius, Wolf, Bengel, Michaelis, and others, including Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, to the faith (rd 
meorevey), comp. Phil. i. 29; 2 Cor. iv. 14. In that case cad roiro . . . ddpov 
would have to be taken parenthetically. But how violent is this taking to 
pieces of the text, since ob« é& tudv and ovk é& épywv present themselves in a 
manner alike natural and weighty as elements belonging to one flow of the 
discourse! Rightly, therefore, have Calvin, Calovius, Baumgarten, Semler, 
Zachariae, Morus, and others, including Riickert, Matthies, Holzhausen, 
Harless, de Wette, Schenkel, Bleek, referred it to the salvation just desig- 
nated as regards its specific mode. Paul very earnestly and emphatically 
enters into more detailed explanations as to what he had just said, r# yap 
xdpite x.7.2., namely, to the effect that he briefly and forcibly places in the 
light of the respective contrasts, first, that objective element of the saving 
deliverance which has taken place (rj ydputv) by ok é& tur, Cod 7d dapor, 
and then the subjective element (dca t#¢ miorewc), by obk é& Epywv iva Ml. T. Kavy. 
His thought is: ‘‘Through grace you are in possession of salvation by 
means of faith, and that to the exclusion of your own causation and operative 
agency.” This latter he expresses with the vivacity and force of contrast 
thus : ‘‘ and that (kai rotro, see on Rom. xiii. 11) not from you, it is God’s 
gift ; not from works, in order that no one may boast.” The asyndetic juxta- 
position takes place with a ‘‘ propria quadam vi, alacritate, gravitate,” ‘‘ pe- 
culiar force, ardor, and dignity.” * — ov« é& juev]| negatives their own personal 
authorship of the salvation.® — Ozov 7d dépov] 7.€., Ocod Ddpov 76 dOpov, Grod’s 
gift is the gift in question (namely, the ceowopévov elvar). Comp. already 
Bengel. — ov« é épywv] Parallel of ob« é& tudor, hence to be completed by 
éoré ceowopévor (not by 76 ddpdy éorv), not from work-merit does it come that 
you have the salvation. The épya would exclude the rior as the subjective 
condition of salvation (Rom. iii. 28, iv. 5, ix. 832; Gal. ii. 16, iii. 2), as é¢g 
juov would exclude the ydpic as the objective cause of salvation, because it 
presupposes the idia dixavootvy (Rom. x. 3). No doubt é& épywv excludes also 
the ydpic, as does likewise é& juév exclude the rior ; but the two elements 
opposed to the yapic and the riorvc are, on occasion of the proposition rf yap 
adpitt . . . riotewc, held apart after the manner of a formal parallelism. 
That, moreover, the notion of the épya is determined not merely by the 
Jewish law, but—inasmuch as the readers were for the most part Gentile- 
Christians—also by the natural law (Rom. ii. 14 f.), is self-evident. The 
proposition in itself, however, ob« & épywv, is so essential and universally 
valid a fundamental proposition of the Pauline Gospel, and certainly so 
often expressed by the apostle among Jews and Gentiles, that the severe 
judgment as to its having no meaning, when laid down without reference 


1 Griesbach, Scholz. 4 Dissen, Hxc. IT. ad Pind. p. 273. 
2 Lachmann, Harless, de Wette. 6 Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 551 f. 
9 Thes, II. p. 728. 
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to the Mosaic law, must appear unfounded.’ — iva] design of God in the rela- - 
tion indicated by ov« é& épywv, not ecbatic.? Comp. 1 Cor. i. 29, 31, and as 
regards the thing itself, Rom. iii. 27. Grotius aptly says: ‘‘ quicquid est 
in flumine, fonti debetur,” ‘‘ whatever is in the river, is due the fountain,” 


which, however, is not to be limited merely to the prima gratia. [See Note 
XIX., p. 400.] See ver. 10 ; 2 Cor. x. 17 ; 1 Cor. xv. 10. 
Ver. 10. Reason assigned for the previous ov« é& tuav . . . kavygo. If, 


namely, we are God’s roijua, our Messianic salvation cannot be of our own 
acquiring, but only God’s gift ; and if we are created in Christ unto good 
works, how could merit of works (which would need to have been already 
acquired in the time anterior to this our creation) be the cause of our sal- 
vation, and subject of our own boasting? The argumentative stress lies 
consequently (1) on airov, and (2) on xriobévrec ; and then oi¢ rpontoiuacev 
«7.4. is an elucidation significantly bearing on kriobévrec év X.’1. eri Epy. ay., 
which makes the impossibility of pre-Christian merit of works thoroughly 
palpable. — airov] with emphasis : His, just His work, and no other’s, are 
we.* — roinua, thing made (comp. Rom. i. 20), refers to the ethical creation 
(that of the new spiritual state of life), which the Christian as such has ex- 
perienced (radcyyevecia, Tit. ili. 5), not, as Tert. c. Marc. v. 17, Gregory of 
Nazianzus, Basil, and Photius would have it, to the physical creation (the 
spiritual being only introduced by xriobévrec .t.A4.), Which is opposed to the 
context, as is also the combination of the two creations by Pelagius, Eras- 
mus, Matthies, and Riickert : ‘‘as Christians we . . . are God’s work just 
as well, as in respect of our being men at all.” Only the form, in which the 
constituting of the new condition of life is expressed, is derived from the 
physical creation. — xriofévrec] by God at our conversion. — év Xpioté "Iyjoov] 
for citric év XptorsG, xawy kriotc, 2 Cor. v. 17 ; Gal. vi. 15. Christ is the 
specific element of life, within which the ethical roijua Ocov has come to 
pass, but apart from which this creative process has not taken place. — én? 
Epyowe ayaboic| moral aim.4 On the thing itself, comp. Rom. viii. That, by 
which God prepares what is created by Him in Christ for this moral end, is 
the Holy Spirit, Rom. ‘viii. ; Gal. iii. 2; John iii. 5 f. Good works (not 
épya véuov) are fruits of regeneration, different from épywr, ver. 9. — oi¢ mpon- 
toi. 6 Oedc| otc is to be taken, according to the usual attraction (see Winer, 
p. 147 f.), for a :° which God hath before (previously to the kriobévtec) placed in 
readiness, in order that we might walk in them, that they might be the ele- 
ment in which our life-walk should take place. The prefixed zpoyr. has 
in the circumstances significant emphasis. Paul conceives, namely, of the 
morally good works in which the walk of the Christian moves, as being 
already, even before his conversion, placed in readiness’ by God, namely, 


1 In opposition to de Wette. 

2 Koppe, Flatt, Holzhausen. 

3Comp. Hom. Od. x. 27: airav yap amwad- 
éped adpadinow. Winer, p. 140. 

4 (Cf. Winer, § 48.] 

5 Syriac, Gothic, Vulgate, Castalio, Beza, 
Calvin, Piscator, Estius, Grotius, and others, 
including Harless, Matthies, Holzhausen, 


Olshausen, de Wette, Lamping, p. 87f.; 
Bleek. 

6 thy én’ avtots amavatov axéawv Sndot, ‘* He 
shows the never-ending state for them,” 
Oecumenius. 

7Plut. Mor. p. 230 E; Joseph. Anté. xvii. 
5,6; LXX., Isa, xxviii. 24; Wisd. ix. 8. 
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in His decree. And this could not but be the case, if God would create 
unto good works. For, if the converted man is God’s creature, then the 
moral activity of life, in which the specific nature of the ka:v9 Krioic is to 
manifest itself, and without which he would not be God’s roinua and xriocc, 
must likewise proceed from God ; consequently, when the moral creative 
act (the regeneration) is accomplished, it must already in God’s counsel 
and will, bein such wise prepared and held ready for communication, that it 
has to receive the new creature from its Creator, and in this way to work 
the works of God. Thus these good works following regeneration are as it 
were outflowings from a divine treasure beforehand placed in readiness, 
from which the regenerate man has received them, when he does them and 
walks in them.’ The sense of the word zpoerouafecy is changed, if it is ex- 
plained only as to predestine,? which would be expressed by xpoopi@ecv 33 and 
it is rationalized away when Olshausen says that the circwmstances and rela- 
tions, under which it is possible to men to perform good works, are ordained 
by God. It is not of the cérewmstances which render the works possible, 
but of the works themselves, that Paul affirms that God has before placed 
them in readiness ; as accordingly, when they are accomplished, it is God 
who works the willing and working (Phil. ii. 13). According to Hofmann,* 
the good works are once for all present in Christ, so that they need not to 
be brought forth first by us, the individuals, but are produced before- 
hand, in order that our fellowship with Christ may be also a fellow- 
ship of His conduct—that our walk in Him may be a walk in them. 
But in this way Paul would have left the very point of the thought 
in rpontoiu. (namely, in Christ) unexpressed. Others take oi¢ as dative 
of the destination: unto which God hath prepared us.° In this case, 
iva év abroig repr. would by no means be a redundant and feeble tautology, 
as Harless supposes, but an emphatic epexegesis of ofc. But against this 
view it may be urged that Paul must necessarily, because the verb would be 
quite objectless, have added jjuac,* the omission of which, considering the 
frequency of the attraction of oi¢ for é, could only have led the reader astray ; 
moreover, zpo would receive no emphasis accordant with the prefixing of 
xpoytotu., inasmuch as the time of the rpoerouudtery would coincide with that 
of the «rife. Valla and Erasmus take oi¢ as masculine ; for whom He hath 
before appointed, that we, etc., to which also Riickert, although hesitating 
between this and the preceding explanation, is inclined. But how arbitra- 
rily in this way is ol¢ referred to what is more remote and different from 


- 1Explanations like that of Grotius ; 
“‘praeparavit tum praescribendo formam 
operum tum dando Spiritum,” ‘“‘ He pre- 
pared them both by prescribing the form of 
the works, and by giving the Spirit,” etc., 
fail of doing justice to the case by making 
mpo in mpoyr. synchronous with krudGevtes. 

2 Augustine and others, including Har- 
less, Lamping. 

3 See Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 339. 

4 Schriftbew. Il. 1, p. 365, I. 2, p. 294. 

5 Luther, Clericus, Semler, Michaelis, 


Zachariae, Morus, Flatt, Meier, Schenkel, 
and others. 

6 This also in opposition to Calovius, who 
takes ois in the ablative sense: ‘“ guibus, sc. 
hactenus dictis ... per justificationem et 
renovationem, praeparavit yel disposuit 
(nos), ut in operibus bonis ambulemus,” ‘‘ by 
which, viz., these hitherto mentioned, 
through justification or renewal he, pre- 
pared or disposed us, so that we may walk 
in good works.” 
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avroic ! and how changed is the literal sense of xpoeromdfew ! Utterly arbi- 
trary and erroneous, finally, is the view of Bengel, Koppe, and Rosenmiiller, 
as also of Baumgarten-Crusius, that it is to be explained per Hebraismum, 
“Cas a Hebraism,”? for év ol¢ wa mepirarhowuev pont. 6 Oedc, in which case 
Koppe and Rosenmiiller make rpoerowmagew equivalent to velle jubere, ‘* wish, 
bid !”— According to Schwegler,’ Baur,’ and de Wette, there is to be discov- 
ered in our passage the post-apostolic tendency to combine the doctrine of Paul 
(ovk #€ Epywv) with the Jewish-Christian view (that of James) concerning good 
works. As though the works were not in our passage too, as in all Pauline 
Epistles, based upon faith (observe, withal, év X. I.) |—The Pauline faith 
has always moral practice as its necessary vital activity, and this is conse- 
quently always the aim (not : ultimate aim) of the new creation wrought 
through faith by means of the Spirit. We may add that the good works, 
even at our passage, —where, moreover, they are traced back wholly to God 
as the author,—are so far from being the condition of justification, that, on 
the contrary, the dogmatic canon here receives full confirmation : ‘‘ Bona 
opera non praecedunt justificandum, sed sequuntur justificatum,” ‘‘ Good works 
do not precede the one to be justified, but they follow him as justified.” 
Comp. Calovius. Aptly does Bengel remark on zeperar. : ‘‘ambularemus, 
non saluaremur aut viveremus,” ‘that we should walk, not that we should 
be saved, or should live.” The assertion, that here (and in Colossians) much 
greater importance is ascribed to good works than in the other letters of the 
apostle,‘ is, looking even to vv. 7-9, incorrect. [See Note XX., p. 400.] 
Ver. 11. Avé] Therefore, because such exalted and unmerited benefits have 
been imparted to us (vv. 4-10). [See Note XXI., p. 400 seq.] These bene- 
fits should move the reader to remember his former miserable heathen state 
(roré, v. 8; Col. i. 21), in order the more gratefully to appreciate, by con- 
trast with the past, the value of his present state. — érc roré tweic ta ESvy év 
capxt| Neither 7re nor dvrec is to be supplied, but (observe the order criti- 
cally vouched for : roré tyeic) bre is taken up again by the ér of ver. 12, and 
noré by TO Kaip@ éxeivg, ver. 12; while ra é9v7 év capki is a descriptive defini- 
tion to éyeic, to which it is related by way of apposition, and oi Aeyéuevor 
x.T.4. is attributive definition to tyeic ra E9v7 év capki : that at one time ye, 
the Gentiles in the flesh, ye who (quippe qui) were named Foreskin . . . that 
ye at that time, etc. — ra &9v7 év capxi] is closely connected as one conception, 
and hence without the article before év capxi. This év capki is, as to its 
meaning, necessarily defined by the undoubted meaning of the following év 
capki ; on which account it is neither to be taken, as a contrast to regenera- 
tion, of the former unholy life of the readers,* nor as origine carnali, natali- 
bus, ‘‘by carnal origin, birth,” * nor is it to be generalized into respectu 
status externi, ‘‘ with respect to the external condition.” ” It has reference 
to the foreskin. In the flesh, on account of the non-circumcised foreskin, 


1 See, on the other hand, Fritzsche, ad 5 Ambrosiaster, Calovius, Wolf, Holzhau- 
Maitth. p. 139. sen. 

2 In Zeller’s Jahrb. 1844, p. 391. ® Bucer, Grotius, Estius, Koppe, Rosen- 

3 Paulus, p. 453. miller, Flatt. 


4 Baur, neut. Theol. p. 270. 7 Morus. 
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the character ethnicus, ‘‘ Gentile character,” was inherent.—The ra é0vy év o., 
with the article, designates the readers as to their category. The contempt, 
however, incurred in their pre-Christian state lies not in ra é9vy év o. (for 
this they still remained), but in the following oi Aeyéuevor x.7.4.; although 
we may not, by mentally supplying’ the contrast ov« év rvetuars, make év 
capi into an element of recommendation. — oi reyduevor. . . xetpor.] is not to 
be placed in a parenthesis,’ seeing that it is a continued description of the 
Gentile state of the readers. As the é9vy ri capxi, they were those designated 
by the name Foreskin! And, then, the delineation of this despised relation 
is brought to a yet higher climax when it is specified by whom they were 
thus reproachfully designated, namely, by the so-called Cirewmeision, which is 
made in the flesh with the hand. So low was the position you occupied !_ By 
those who bear the name of this surgical operation performed on the flesh 
(counterpart of the ideal circumcision, Rom. ii. 28 f.; Phil. iii. 3; Col. ii. 
11; Acts vii. 51), and hence have by it in and of itself no pre-eminence at 
all, you must allow yourselves to be designated, for want of this external 
rite, with the reproachful name of Foreskin ! év capxi yerpor. does not per- 
tain to Aeyou., but is an addition of the apostle himself to repir., describing 
how the matter stands. The abstracta, ‘‘ abstracts,” dxpo8. and reper. do not 
here stand pro coneretis, ‘‘ for concretes,”’ but are stated names, by which the 
concretes were in accordance with their peculiar character designated. Comp. 
2 Thess. li. 4 : én? ravra Aeyduevov Ocdv # o£ Baocua. The circumstance that 
Paul, instead of id rio Aeyouévyc, has not again employed the plural expres- 
sion td rév Asyouévov, is to be explained by the fact that he wishes to in- 
dicate the rep:touf# as a name, which is not adequate to the idea of it in the 
case of the subjects so termed : by the so-called circumcision. [See Note 
XXII., p.401.] The expression is depreciatory (comp. 1 Cor. viii. 5) as con- 
cerns the people who bore the name repitou#; whereas oi Aeyéuevor axpoBvaria 
would indicate not the conception of ‘‘ so-called,” but, in a purely objec- 
tive manner, the mentioned fact : ‘‘those called Foreskin” (Heb. ix. 3). 
Ver. 12. As regards the construction, see on ver. 11. — 76 kaip@ éxeivo] 
takes the place of the woré, ver. 11, and means the pre-Christian, heathen 
period of the readers. On the dative of time without év, see Winer, p. 195 f. 
— ywpic Xpictov] aloof from connection with Christ ; for ‘ yopic ad subjec- 
tum, quod ab objecto sejunctum est, refertur,” ‘‘is referred to the subject 
which is separated from the object.”* It is dependent on je as its first sad 
predicate, and does not belong, as a more precise definition, to the subject, * 
in which case it would in fact be entirely self-evident and superfluous. In 
how far the readers as Gentiles were without Christ, we are told in the 
sequel. They stood afar off and aloof from the theocratic bond, in which 
Christ would have been to them, in accordance with the promise, the object 
of their faith and ground of their salvation. If Paul had wished to express 
merely the negation of the Christian relation,’ how tame and idle would this 


1 With Chrysostom and his successors. Bleek. 
2 Griesbach, Scholz. 5 Ye were without knowledge of Christ ; 
3 Tittmann, Synon. p. 94. comp. Anselm, Calovius, Flatt. 


4 “When ye were as yet without Christ,” 
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in itself have been! and, moreover, not in keeping with the connection of 
that which follows, according to which, as is already clear from ver. 11, 
Paul wishes to bring out the disadvantage at which the readers, as Gentiles, 
had been placed in contradistinction to the Jews. Hence Grotius rightly in- 
dicates the relation as to contrast of ver. 12 to ver. 13: ‘‘ Nunc eum (Chris- 
tum) non minus possidetis vos guam ti, quibus promissus fuerat,” ‘“‘ Now ye 
possess Him (Christ) no less than they to whom He had been promised.” 
Riickert refers ywpic X. to the activity of Christ under the O. T. previously to 
His incarnation, with an appeal to 1 Cor. x. 4.? 
fact, applies to the pre-Christian lifetime of the readers, and thus comprises 
a time which was subsequent to the incarnation. Xpiorov means the historical 
Christ, so far as He was the very promised Messiah. The relation yupic 
Xpcorov is described from the standpoint of the apostle, for whom the bond 
with the Messiah was the bond with Christ. [See Note XXIII, p. 401.] — 
The charge that the author here makes an un-Pauline concession to Juda- 
ism? is incorrect, since the concession concerns only the pre- Christian rela- 
tion. Comp. Rom. ix. 4, 5. A superiority of Judaism, in respect of the 
pre-Christian relation to Christianity, Paul could not but necessarily teach 
(comp. Acts iii. 25 f.; Rom. i. 16, iii. 1 f.; Gal. iii. 13 f.); but that Chris- 
tianity as to its essential contents was Judaism itself, merely extended 
through the death of Christ to the Gentiles also, he has not taught either 
here or elsewhere ; in fact, the doing away of the law taught by him in this 
very passage is the very opposite thereof.* — arnAdorpiwpévor x.t.A.] Comp. 
on araddorpida, Dem. 255, 3 ; Polyb. i. 79. 6, i. 82. 9 ; often in the LXX.‘ 
and Josephus, Krebs, Obss. p. 326. The notion of alien does not here 
(comp. also iv. 18 ; Col. i. 21) presuppose the existence of an earlier fellow- 
ship, but it was their status ethnicus, ‘‘ Gentile state,” itself,° by which the 
readers were at one time placed apart from connection with the rodurela rod 
"Iopafa. t.e., whereby this aaAorpidtnc took place. The opposite: idcoz, oikeiox, 
ouurodita (ver. 19). sodirefa signifies as well political constitution ° as right 
of citizenship.” The latter signification is assumed by Erasmus, Luther, 
Beza, Bullinger, Michaelis, and others. But the idea of right of citizen- 
ship was for the apostle, himself a Roman citizen, as well as for the readers, 
a secular privilege, and one therefore foreign to the connection of our pas- 
sage, where everything points to the theocracy, and this was the political 
constitution of the Israelites. — rot ’Iopay4] The divine name of Jacob (Gen. 
Xxxll. 28, xxxv. 10) is, according to the traditionally hallowed usage of 


But ré Karp éxeivw, in 


1Comp. Olshausen (“the immanence of lished by God you were not only not able to 


a2 


Christ as regards His divinity in Israel’’). 

2 Schwegler, /.c. p. 888 f. 

$In opposition to Baur, Paulus, p. 545; 
Christenth. der drei ersten Jahrh. p. 107. 

4 Schleusner, Thesaur. I. p. 3825. 

5 Not, as Grotius would have it (whom 
Rosenmiiller follows): the diversity of 
political institutions: ‘“‘In illa republica a 
Deo instituta non modo honores non pote- 
ratis capere, sed nec pro civibus haberi; 
adeo distabant instituta,” ‘In the state estab- 


receive honors, but not even to be held as 
citizens ; to such an extent did the institu- 
tions differ.” 

® Thue. ii. 36; Plato, Polit. vii. p. 520B; 
Legg. iv. p. 712 E; Arist. Polit. iii. 4.1; Isoc. 
Hvag. viii. 10; Xen. Ages. i. 87; 2 Mace. iv. 
De athe oie 

7 Herod. ix. 34; Dem. 161, 11; Thue. vi. 
104. 3; Diod. Sic. xii. 51; 8 Macc. iii. 21; 
Acts xxii. 28; Joseph. Anéé. xii, 3, 1. 
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she O. T., the theocratic name of his posterity, the Jewish people, Rom. ix. 
6; 1 Cor. x. 18; Gal. vi. 16, al. The genitive, however, is not to be ex- 
plained like dorv ’A@nvév ;*-for 6 Iopaga is the people, which has the polity. 
— kat Févor tov diadyKadv tH¢ Exayy.] and foreign to the covenants of the promise 
(not belonging thereto); these words are to be taken together ;? for only thus 
do the two elements belonging to each other and connected by «ai, which 
serve for the elucidation of ywpic Xpiorov, stand in harmonious symmetry ; 
only in this way, likewise, is similar justice done to the two last particulars 
connected by kat,—éArida uy Exovtec Kai aSeor év TE xéou~w—which in their 
very generality and brevity carry the description of the Gentile misery to 
the uttermost point ; only in this way, lastly, does févar rév diaOyxov acquire 
the characteristic coloring which it needs, in order not to appear tame after 
anyAdotp. Tt. mod. t. Iop., for precisely in the characteristic ry érayy. lies the 
sad significance of the being apart from the zojureia rob Iopaya. The cove- 
nants of the promise, i.e., the covenants with which its promise kar’ éoyfv, 
‘‘pre-eminently,” namely, that of the Messianic saloation (Rom. ix. 4; Gal. 
lii.), was connected, are the covenants made with Abraham (Gen. xii. 2 f., 
7, xii. 15, xv. 18, xvii. 20, xxii. 16 ff.) and repeated with the other patri- 
archs (Gen. xxvi. 2 ff., xxviii. 13 ff.), as also the covenant formed with the 
people through Moses. The latter is here (it is otherwise at Rom. ix. 4, 
where there specially follows 7 voyoSecia) neither excluded,* seeing that this 
covenant also had the promise of Messianic life (6 rovjoac abra Choera év 
avroic, Gal. ili. 12), nor exclusively meant.* Either is arbitrary, and against. 
the latter there may be urged specially the plural, as well as the eminent 
importance which Paul must have attributed to the patriarchal covenants in 
particular.® — éArida py Ey. x. adeor év TO K.] Consequence of the preceding 
annadotp. . . . érayy., and in what a tragic climax ! The very generality of 
the expressions, inasmuch as it is not merely a definite hope (Paul did not 
write r7v éArida) and a definite relation to God that are denied, renders 
these last traits of the picture so dark !— éArida] Bengel : ‘‘Si promissi- 
onem habuissent, spem habuissent illi respondentem,” ‘‘if they would have 
had the promise, they would have had the hope corresponding thereto.” 
But in this way Paul must have written ry éArida. No, those shut out 
from the promise, are for the apostle men without hope at all ; they have 
nothing to hope for, just because they have not to hope for the promised sal- 
vation. Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 13. Every explanation of a definite hope ° con- 
flicts with the absence of the article, and weakens the force of the picture. 
— ph éxovtec] wf is not to be explained from the dependence of the thought 
on what immediately precedes,’ by which the independence of the element 


1 Harless. 

2 In opposition to Ambrosiaster, Cornelius 
4 Lapide, Morus, Rosenmiiller, and others, 
who attach rijs éemayy. to what follows. 

3 Riickert, Harless, Olshausen, and others. 

4Risner and Wolf, as was already sug- 
gested by Beza. 

5 On éévos with a genitive (Kthner, II. p. 
163), Comp. Xen. (yr. vi. 2. 1; Soph. Qed, 


R. 219; Plato, Apol. p. 17 D, ad. 

8 Of the resurrection and life everlasting, 
Bullinger, Grotius, and many ; of the prom- 
ised blessings, Estius ; of deliverance, Har- 
less; comp. Erasmus and others. 

7 “Foreign to the covenants of the prom- 
ise, without having hope,’ as Harless would 
take it, 
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dm. wy Ey. would be sacrificed to the injury of the symmetry and force of 
the passage ; but the subjectivity of the negation results from pvypovetere, 
ore. . . re, in accordance with which pj éyovrec is a fact now conceiwed in 
the recollection of the readers.! The yu refers the Ar. uy ey. to the concep- 
tion of the subject of the governing verbum sentiendi (urjpovebere). — adeor] 
the lowest stage of Gentile misery. We may explain the word,’ which oc- 
curs only here in the N. T., and not at all in the LXX. or Apocrypha, either: 
not believing in God, atheists,* or godless, impii, reprobate,* or : without God, 
sine Deo (Vulgate), i.¢., without divine help, without the protection and as- 
sistance of God.* The last-mentioned sense, as yielding the saddest closing 
predicate,* is here to be preferred. The Gentiles had gods, which, how- 
ever, were no gods (Acts xix. 26, xiv. 15; Gal. iv. 8); but, on the contrary, 
what they worshipped and honored as divinities, since the forsaking of the 
natural knowledge of God (Rom. i. 19 ff.), were demons (1 Cor. x. 20) ; so 
that for them with all their devowaipovia (Acts xvii. 22) God was really want- 
ing, and they apart from connection with God’s grace and help lived on in 
a God-forsaken state. Paul might have written Seoorvyeic, as at Rom. i. 30, 
but he continues in the stream of negative designations, which gives to his 
picture an elegiac coloring. — év 76 xéopuw] is referred by Calovius and Koppe 
to the preceding elements as a whole. But in this way it would have 
something of a dragging effect, whereas it attachesitself with force and sug- 
gestiveness to the bare deo, whose tragical effect it serves to deepen. 
Only it must not be explained, even when so connected, with Koppe: ‘‘ inter 
ceteros homines, in his terris,” ‘‘among other men in these lands,” in which 
sense it would be devoid of significance. Nay rather, profane hnmanity 
(observe the contrast to the rodcreia rod "IopagA), the Gentile world, was the 
unhallowed domain, in which the readers in former time existed without 
God. It adds to the ungodly How the ungodly Where. Olshausen ex- 
plains : ‘‘in this evi? world, in which one has such urgent need of a sure 
hope, a fast hold to the living God ;” but this is imported, since no predi- 
cate stands beside xéoum. According to Riickert, it is to form a contrast te 
a3eo., and that in the sense : ‘‘in the world, of which the earth is a part, 
and which stands under God’s government.”’ But Paul must have said 
this, if he had meant it (by év 76 xécum Tov Ocov, or something similar). 
Oecumenius and Meier : év ri xara rov rapdévta Biov rodureia, ‘‘in the com- 
monwealth according to the present life,” ete. This would be expressed by 
kata Tov Kéouov. —The question, we may add, whether the éArida . . . Kéopm 
applies to all Gentiles, not even a Socrates or a Plato excepted, is, in the 
1 Comp. Kiihner, TI. § 715, 3. li. 148. 


2See, generally, Diog. Laert. vii. 119; 
Sturz in the Comm. soc. phil. Lips. Il. p. 65 


[See also Cremer’s Worterbuch, 
Eng. Trans. p. 281.] 
7™So in substance also Grotius: ‘‘ per 


ff. ; Meier in the Hall. Hncyki. 1. 24, p. 466 ff. 
*Plato, Apol. p.26C; Lucian, Alex. 25; 
Aelian, V. H. ii. 31; comp. Ignat. ad Trail. 
10: aco dvres, rouréotiv dmioror. 
* Plato, Legg. xii. p. 966 E; Xen. Anab. ii. 
5. 39; Pindar, Pyth. iv. 288. 
® Soph. Oed. R. 638: d0cos, apudros,comp. 254. 
* Comp. a6cei, Hom. Od. xviii. 352; Mosch, 


omnes terrarum oras verum Deum, mundi 
8¢. opificem, aut ignorabatis, aut certe non 
colebatis, sed pro eo Deos ab hominibus 
fictos,” ‘In all regions of the earth, ye 
either were ignorant of the true God, viz., 
the Creator of the world, or certainly did 
not worship Him, but instead of Him wor- 
shipped the gods made by man.” 
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view of the apostle, to be answered affirmatively, at dl events in general 
(Rom. iii. 10 ff., xi. 16 ff. ; 1 Cor. i. 19 ff.), but has only an indirect appli- 
cation here, since the apostle is speaking of his readers, whom he describes 
as to their category. That, if the subject of his discourse had called for it, 
he would have known how to set limitations to his general judgment, may be 
assumed of itself, and in accordance with Rom. ii. 14f. Comp. Acts xvii. 28. 

Ver. 13. But now in Christ Jesus ye, once afar off, are made nigh by the 
blood of Ohrist. — vvi dé] contrast to 16 Kaipg éxeivm, ver. 12: but as your 
relation now stands. Comp. Rom. vi. 22, vii. 6 ; Col. i. 21, iii. 8. —é& 
XpioT@ ’Inoov| not to be supplemented by éoré,’ nor yet a more precise defi- 
nition of vvv/,? in which case several, proceeding more accurately, supply 
évrec.° But such a more precise definition would be very unnecessary, and 
would have significant weight only if a special emphasis rested upon év as 
in contradistinction to ywpic, ver. 12, which, however, cannot be the case, 
since there is not again used merely év Xpvoré, but év XpiorG ’Iyoov. The 
éy Xpiot "Iyjood eivac of the readers, moreover, was not prior to the éyyic 
éyevnOnre, but its immediate consequence ; hence we should have at least 
to explain it, not: postguam in Christo estis recepti, ‘‘ After ye were 
received in Christ,” but: cwm in Christo sitis recepti, ‘‘ When ye were 
received,’ wherewithal there would still remain the very unnecessary char- 
acter of this more precise definition, or of this conditional accessory clause 
(de Wette). Accordingly év Xp. ’I. is to be connected with éyyi¢ éyevif. : 
ye are in Christ Jesus, in whom this has its efficient cause, made near ; and 
év TE aiwate Tou Xp. is then the more precise definition of the mode of év Xp. 
I. Comp. did toi aivatoc avrov, i. 7. Hence we have not to place a comma, 
as Lachmann and Tischendorf have done, either before or after év Xp. ’I. — 
"Ijoov| could not be added at ver. 12, but might be added here, where the 
Christ who historically appeared in the person of Jesus is intended. — 
uaxpay] figurative description of the same relation as was expressed in ver. 
12 by drnArAotpropmévor tHe modut. Tov Iop., and Févoe tov diadyK. THe 
éxayy. — éyyde éyevf0. év TO alu. tT. Xp.] For, by the fact that Christ shed His 
blood, the separation of the Gentiles from the Jews was done away, and 
consequently the fellowship of the former with the community of God’s 
people (which the true Christian Israel henceforth was) was effected. See 
ver. 14 ff. The bringing to participation in the blessings of the theocracy is, 
after the precedent of Isa. xlix. 1, lvii. 19, expressed often also among the 
Rabbins by the figurative propinguum facere, ‘‘to make near” (which with 
them is, with special frequency, equivalent to proselytwm facere, ‘‘to make a 
proselyte’”’), and in that case the subject to whom the approach is made 
is always to be derived from the context.t — éyyic yiveoda, to come near ; only 
here in the N, T., frequent in the classic writers. ° 


1 Baumgarten-Crusius. Mechilta, f. 38. 12, where, as here, the theoc- 
2 Riickert : ‘‘ under the new constitution, racy is to be thought of. See, in general, 
founded by Christ.” the passage in Wetstein and Schottgen, 
3 Calvin: ‘“‘ postquam in Christo estisre- Horae, p. 761 ff. 
cepti,”’ ‘‘ after ye were received in Christ,” 5 Xen. Anad. v. 4. 16, iv. 7.23; Thue. iii. 
Koppe, Harless, Bleek. 40. 6. 


4 As eg. Vayikra R. 14, where God, and 
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Ver. 14.! Confirmatory elucidation to ver. 13, especially as to the element 
implied in the év Xpior@ "Inoov, and more precisely in the év 1¢ aipar. tov 
Xpiorov. —abréc] ipse; as regards his own person,’ is not put in opposition to 
the thought of ourselves having made the peace,* which is in fact quite for- 
eign to the passage ; but—and what a triumph of the certainty. and com- 
pleteness of the blessing obtained is therein implied !—‘‘ non modo pacijica- 
tor, nam sui impensa pacem peperit et ipse vinculum est utrorumque,” ‘‘ not 
merely the peacemaker, for at the cost of himself he procured peace, and he 


himself is the bond of both,” Bengel. 


See what follows. Observe also 


the presence of the article in 7 eiphvy, denoting the peace kar’ éEoyqv, * pre- 
eminently ;” 4 He is forusthe peace absolutely, the absolute contrast to the 


éyVpa, ver. 15. 


The Rabbinical passages, howcver, in which the Messiah 


(Comp. Isa. ix. 6) is called pow, “neace,” ° do not bear on this passage, 
since in them the point spoken of is not, as here,° the peace between Jews and 
Gentiles. — 6 rouhoac k.t.2.] quippe qui fecit, ‘* since he has made,” etc., now 
begins the more precise information, how Christ has become Himself our 
peace. — 7a duddrepa] the two [Germ. das Beides], i.e., the two existing parts, 


the Jews and Gentiles. 


The neuter expression corresponds to the following 


év. Nothing is to be supplied.’ — é] not so, that one part assumed the 
nature of the other, but so that the separation of the two was done away 


with, and both were raised to a new unity. 
Comp. Col. iii. 11; Gal. iii. 28 ; Rom. 


divine oixovouia. See the sequel. 


That was the union of the 


x. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 13; John x. 16.— «al 7d peodroryov tov dp. Aboac] is- 


related to the foregoing as explicative of it.* 
sition: the partition wall, which consisted in the (well-known) fence. 


Tov dpaypuov is genitive of appo- 
What 


is meant by this, we are then told by means of the epexegetic ry éySpar ; 
hence Paul has not by the figurative 76 peodr. tod @paysuod Aboac merely wished 
to express the (negative) conception that Christ has done away with the iso- 


lation of the O. T. commonwealth.® 


De Wette censures the ‘‘ extreme 


tameness” of the explanation, according to which 76 peodr. «.7.”. is taken not 
as a designation of the Jaw, but as a preliminary designation of the éydpa. 
But the twofold designation of the matter, describing it first figuratively 
and then properly, is in keeping with the importance of the idea, the direct 
expression of which produces after the previous figure an effect the more 
striking. —To take the genitive in an adjectival sense, as equivalent to 7d 
peobro.xov dtappdcoov,” is wrong, because the characteristic adjective notion 
is implied in 1d pecdro.yov," which has been felt also by Castalio and Beza, 


1“ Ver. 14-18 ipse verborum tenere et 
quasi rhythmo canticum imitatur,” ‘“‘ He 
imitates poetry by the very tenor and as it 
were rhythm of the words,” Bengel. 

2 [(‘* He personally, as in Micah vy. 4,’’ De- 
litzsch, Luth. Zeitschr. 1878, p. 8; also 
Holtzmann, p. 244.—Schimidt.] 

3 Hofmann. 

4Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 109 [E. T. 125]. 

5 Wetstein in loc. ; Schittgen, Horae, II. 
p. 18. 

°In opposition to Hofmann, Schriftbew. 


II. 1, p. 874, who, at variance with the con- 
text, understands cipyjvy primarily in rela- 
tion to God ; similarly Calovius and others. 

7 Grotius : yévn. 

8 kai, see Winer, p. 388; Fritzsche, Quaest. 
Ine. p. 9 f. 

® As Hofmann, Schriftbew. Il. 1, p. 375, 
holds, refining on 7d peodt. 7. dp., and con 
necting tiv €x@pav with katapyjoas. 

10 Vorstius, Grotius, Morus, Koppe, Ro- 
senmiiller, Meier, and others. 

11 Paries iniergerinus, found elsewhere 
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inasmuch as they erroneously translated it as though rv dpaypdv tov peco- 
toiyov were used. A reference, we may add, to a definite dpayydc, which 
underlies the figurative expression, is not to be assumed, since the words 
furnish nothing of the sort, and any kind of fence serving as a partition- 
wall illustrates the éy8pa. Some have thought of the stone screen which in 
the temple-enclosure marked off the court of the Gentiles, and the inscrip- 
- tion of which forbade every Gentile from farther advance.’ But at most 
this could only be assumed, without arbitrariness, if that screen had 
statedly borne the name of ¢gpayuéc. Other references, still more foreign to 
the matter, which have been introduced, such as to the Jewish districts in 
large towns, which were marked off by a wall or otherwise,? may be seen in 
Wolf. Among the Rabbins, too, the figure of a fence is in very frequent 
use. See Buxtorf, s.v. 0.—j2toac] in the sense of throwing down,’ 
belongs to the figure, and is not chosen on account of the rv éySpav, which 
does not come in till afterwards, although it would be chosen switably there- 
to.*—It has been wrongly designated as an wn-Pauline idea, that Christ 
through His death should have united the Jews and Gentiles by means of 
the abolition of the law.* This union has in fact taken place as a raising of 
both into a higher unity, vv. 16, 18, 21 f. ; hence that doctrinal principle 
is sufficiently explained from the destination of Paul as the apostle to the 
Gentiles and his personal experience, and from his own elsewhere attested 
universalism, and need not have as a presupposition the post-apostolic 
process of development on the part of the church gradually gathering itself 
out of heterogeneous elements into a unity, so as to betray a later ‘‘ cathol- 
icizing tendency.” ° 

Ver. 15. Tyv éySpav] This, still included in dependence upon Atsac, is 
now the yeodrovyov broken down by Christ: (namely) the enmity. It is, 
after the example of Theodoret,* understood by the majority ° of the Mosaic 
law as the cause of the enmity between Jew and Gentile, in which case the 
moral law is by some included, by others excluded. But, in accordance 
with ver. 14, the reader is led to nothing else than the opposite of eipfyn, 
7.é., to the abstract enmity ; and in the sequel, indeed, the abolition of the 
law is very definitely distinguished from the destruction of the enmity (as 
means from end). Hence the only mode of taking it, in harmony with the 
word itself and with the context, is: the enmity which existed between Jews and 
the Gentiles, comp. ver. 16. So Erasmus, Vatablus, Estius, Cornelius a La- 
pide, Bengel, and others, including Riickert and Bleek ; while Hofmann 
turns the notion of éy%pa into the mere araAAotpiwoic of ver. 12, and, refer- 


only in Eratosthenes quoted by Athen. vii. 3 Wetstein, ad Jon. ii. 19. 
p. 281 D, in Hesychius under xarjAu, and in 4 See Wetstein in loc. 
the Fathers. In Athen. /.c. it is masculine: 5 See Schwegler, /.c. p. 389 f. 
Tov THs Novas Kal apeTHs METOTOLXOV. 6 Baur. 
1 Josephus, Bell. vy. 5. 2, vi. 2. 4; Anét. viii. 7 Comp. tivés in Chrysostom. 
8.2f., xv. 11.5, al.; Middoth, ii. 3. So An- 8 Including Luther, Calvin, Bucer, Clari- 


selm, Ludoy. Cappellus, Hammond, Bengel, us, Grotius, Calovius, Morus, Rosenmiiller, 
Wetstein, Krebs, Bretschneider, Holzhau- Flatt, Meier, Holzhausen, Baumgarten- 
sen, and others. Crusius, de Wette. 

2 Schottgen and others. 
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ring it to the estrangement on the part of the Gentiles towards the theocra- 
cy hated by them, removes the distinctive mark of reciprocity demanded 
by the context. Quite erroneously, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumen- 
ius, and lately Harless, hold that the enmity of the Jews and Gentiles 
towards God is meant. In accordance with the context, ver. 14, the peod- 
rovxov can, in fact, only be one separating the Jews and Gentiles from 
each other, and not something which separates both from God; and how 
mistaken is such a view also on account of what follows ! for the Mosaic 
law might be conceived of as producing enmity towards God so far doubt- 
less as the Jews are concerned (1 Cor. xv. 56 ; Rom. v. 20, vii. 13 ; Gal. Hi. 
19), but never as respects the Gentiles, who stood aloof from all relation to 
the Mosaic law (Rom. ii. 12). [See Note XXIV., p. 401.] — év rH capxi airow] 
does not belong to ry éySpav (as Lachmann [and Westcott and Hort] also 
punctuates it) so that ‘‘ the national hatred in His people” would be meant;’ 
nor yet to Atvcac,? because in that case this mention of the death of Jesus 
would be inelevantly dissevered from the modal definition rév véuov Katapyf- 
cac, to which, in the nature of the case, it belongs as an essential element ; 
but it stands with an emphasis suitable to the context (comp. airéc yap, ver. 
14) at the head of the specification that now follows, in what way Christ has 
effected what was said in ver. 14 by airdc¢ yap éorw . . . éydpav : so that He 
by Mis flesh has done away with the law, namely, when He allowed His flesh 
to be crucified (Col. i. 21 f.), dissolved thereby the tie with the law that 
brought men under curse (see on Gal. iii. 13), and thus opened up the justi- 
fication through faith (Rom. iii. 21 ff.), whereby the institution of the law was 
emptied of its binding power (comp. Rom. x. 4 ff. vii. 1 ff.; Col. 1.14). The 
moral commands also of the law had thereby, while not ceasing to be valid, 
ceased to be held as constituent elements of the law-institute as such justifying 
in the way of compliance with it ; and its fulfilment, and that in augmented 
power, now proceeds from the new vital principle of faith (Rom. viii. 4), 
on which account Christ, although He is the end of the law (Rom. x. 4 ; 
comp. 2 Cor. iii. 11), could nevertheless say that He had come to fulfil the 
law (Matt. v. 17), and Paul could assert : vduov icréuev, Rom. ii. 31. Hof- 
mann imports into the év rq capki aitov the thought : in and with the doing 
away of His life in the flesh, in respect of which He wus an Israelite, Christ 
has rendered the appertaining to His community independent of the relig- 
ious-legal status of an Israelite. As though the atoning death of Christ, in the 
usual dogmatic sense of the apostle, had not been most distinctly indicated al- 
ready before by the év ré aizati tov Xpicrov, ver. 13, as afterwards by the amok: 
atarAaéy k.T.A., ver. 16, and by the rpocaywyf, ver. 18! This meaning is not 
here, any more than at Col. i. 21 f., to be exegetically modified or explained 
away. — tdv évToAdy év déyuacr] to be taken together, yet not in such a way that 
év stands for ctv 3 or xai,4 but as : thelaw of the commandments consisting in 
injunctions, whereby the dictatorial character of the legal institute (as a 
whole, not merely partially, as Schenkel imports) is exhibited. The geni- 
1 Chrysostom, Bugenhagen, Schulthess, Riickert, and others. 


Engelwelt, p. 198. 3 Flatt. 
2 Oecumenius, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, 4 Koppe, Rosenmiiller. 


CHAP. IL alo. 385 
tive rév évtoddy denotes the contents of the law, and év dédyuaor the essential 
form in which the évrodaé are given. The connecting link of the article 
(rév) before éy déyuacx was not requisite, since we may correctly say : évréA- 
AgoSai te év ddypware OY évrordy diWdvac év Séyuari, and therefore évroAjy év ddypare 
may be conjoined so as to form one conception.! Comp. on iii. 13; Rom. vi. 4; 
Gal. iv. 14, iii. 26. This view of the connection is adopted, after the precedent 
of many older expositors, by Riickert, Matthies, Meier, Winer, pp. 123, 197, 
Bisping, Schenkel, Bleek [Ewald, Opitz, Weiss, Bibl. Theol.].2 If one 
should refer év déyu. to karapyjoac, there would result—even apart from the 
fact that with our mode of connecting év r# caps? airot, this construction is 
not even possible—the wholly untrue and un-Pauline thought that Christ 
has through injunctions abolished the law. No doubt some have imputed to 
év déyuacr the sense praecepta stabiliendo, ‘‘ by establishing the precept,” 4 in 
doing which they had in view the evangelical doctrine of faith and the gra- 
tia universalis.° But even thus the sense remains untrue and un-Pauline, 
seeing that the doing away of the law has taken place not at all in a doctri- 
nal way, but by the fact of the death of Christ (Rom. vii. 1 f.; Gal. iii. 13 ; 
Col. ii. 14), And what a change would be made in the meaning of the 
word déyua, which in the N. T. signifies throughout nothing else than in- 
junction (Col. li. 4 ; Luke ii. 1; Acts xvii. 7, xvi. 4; comp. Plat. Legg. i. 
p. 644 D ; Xen. Anab. ili. 3. 5, vi. 6. 8 ; Dem. 774. 19 ; Herodian, i. 7. 6 ; 
4 Macc. iv. 23 f.) ! The distinction ought not to have been overlooked be- 
tween évroA# and déyua, which latter puts the meaning of the former into the 
more definite form of the enjoining decree. A peculiar view is taken by 
Harless® likewise connecting év déyyu. with xatapyfoac, and holding that év 
denotes the ‘‘side on which that efficacy of the death of Christ exerts it- 
self ;” Christ did not render the law ineffectual in any such capacity as 
oKiay TOV peAAdvTwV, OY AS Tadaywydv ei¢ Xpiordv, ‘‘a shadow of things to 
come,” or ‘‘as a schoolmaster unto Christ,” but on the side of the déypara.” 
Incorrectly, because déyuace must of necessity have had the article, and be- 
cause it is nowhere taught that the law is done away only in a single respect. 


classical writers accumulated articles! 
Plato, Philed. p. 33 A; Dem. OV. iii. 11, and 
many others. They avoid only the coming 
together of the same article, ¢.g. 76 76 (Stall- 
baum, ad Plat. Rep. pp. 382 C, 598 B). 
Comp. also Buttmann, neut. Cr. p. 80 [E. T. 


1 There is consequently no need whatever 
for the evasive view of Theile (in Winer’s 
Exeget. Stud. 1. p. 188 ff.), which is arbitrary 
and makes the meaning of the expression 
simply ambiguous, that Paul has not added 
the article, because év ddypn. is to be con- 


ceived of in the like relation to 7ov véuov as 
to TOv évToAdv. 

2 Several of the older expositors, never- 
theless, explained : legem mandatorum in 
decretis sitam, ‘‘ the law of commandments 
fixed in decrees” (Erasmus, comp. Castalio, 
Beza, Calvin, and others), so that they con- 
nected év déyu. with tov véuov. But in that 
case rév must of necessity have stood before 
év déyuz. And to excuse the absence of the 
article ‘‘ 0b congeriem articulorum,” “on ac- 
count of the accumulation of articles” 
(Erasmus), is arbitrary. How often have 


25 


92]. 

3 With the Syriac, Arabic, Vulgate, Pe- 
lagius, Chrysostom, and his successors, 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Grotius, Estius, 
Bengel, Holzhausen, and others, including 
Fritzsche, Diss. in 2 Cor. ii. p. 168 f. 

4 Fritzsche. 

5 See Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsues- 
tia, Theodoret, Theophylact, Estius, Ben- 
gel, and others. 

® Followed by Olshausen. 

7™“Tn reference to the commanding form 
of its precepts,’’ Olshausen. 
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The Mosaic legal institute as swch, and not merely from a certain side, has in 
Christ its end (Rom. x. 4); the cma trav peaddvror, ‘‘ shadow of things to 
come,” in the law has only a transient typical destination (see ¢ on Col. ii. 17), 
and the work of the ra:daywyéc, ‘‘ schoolmaster,” is at an end with the at- 
tainment of maturity on the part of his pupils (Gal. iii. 24 f.). Incorrect 
also is the view of Hofmann, p. 377, who, likewise taking év déyucor as mo- 
dal definition to xarapyfoac, and for the expression with év comparing 1 Cor. 
ii. 7, finds the meaning : by the very fact that Christ has put an end to pre- 
cepts generally, He has invalidated the O. T. law of commandments. The 
statement that Christ has put an end to déyyara generally, i.e., to commanding 
precepts in general, is at variance with the whole N. T., which contains num- 
berless definite commands, and, in particular, with the teaching of Paul, 
who even places Christianity as a whole under the point of view, Rom. iii. 
27, ix. 81, Gal. vi. 2, 1 Cor. ix. 21, of a véduoc (which, without déyyuara, is 
not at all conceivable '), and specially with Col. ii. 14. Paul would at least 
have made a limiting addition to év déyuaov, and have written something 
like év déyuace dovaAeiac (comp. Rom. viii. 15 ; Gal. iv. 24, v. 1). —Wwa rode 
dbo. . . elphvnv] a statement of the object aimed at in the just expressed ab- 
rogation of the law, which statement of aim corresponds to what has been 
said concerning Christ in ver. 14, more precisely defining and confirming 
the same. Harless arbitrarily passes over what immediately precedes, and 
holds that iva . . . eipfynv expresses the design of 6 roijoac ra apddrepa év, In 
which case too, we may add, there would result a tautological relation of 
the thought. — rod¢ dto] The Jews and Gentiles, who before were designated 
in accordance with the general category under a neuter form, are here con- 
ceived of concretely as the two men under discussion, of whom the one is the 
totality of the Jews, and the other that of the Gentiles, out of which two 
men Christ has made a single new man. This is the collective subject of 
the kaw xriowc, Gal. vi. 15 (the whole body of Christians). — é éav7é] is 
neither, with Grotius, to be taken as: per doctrinam suam, “by his doc- 
trine,” nor, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and others, as equivalent to 6” 
éavrov, ‘by himself,” ? but it affirms that the unity to be brought about out 
of the two by the new creation was to be founded in Christ Himself, that is, 
was to have the basis of its existence and continuance in Him, and not in 
any other unifying principle whatever. In the case, namely, of all individ- 
uals, from among the Jews and Gentiles, who form the one new man, the 
death of Christ is that, wherein this new unity has its causal basis ; without 
the death of the cross it would not exist, but, on the contrary, the two 
would still be just in the old duality and separation as the Jew and the 
Greek. Calvin well remarks that in se ipso, ‘‘in himself,” is added ‘‘ne al- 
ibi quam in Christo unitatem quaerant,” ‘“‘ that they should not seek unity 
elsewhere than in Christ.” Comp. Gal. iii. 28. [See Note XXV., p. 401.] 
This union, negatively conditioned by the abolition of the law, and haying 
its basis in the self-sacrifice of Christ, is positively accomplished as regards 

1 The Séyuara of Christianity are the true 2 Oecumenius : ov 8c’ ayyéAwy H GAAwY TLWdY 


act mapdvra Séypata, “always present de- dvvduewy, ‘neither through angels nor any 
crees,’’ Plato, Theaet. p. 158 D. other powers.” 
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the subjects through the Spirit, 1 Cor. xii. 18. Comp. subsequently ver. 18. 
But objectively accomplished—namely, as a fact before God and apart from 
the subjective appropriation by means of the Spirit—it is already by virtue 
of the death, which Christ has undergone for the reconciliation of both par- 
ties, Jews and Gentiles, with God; sce ver. 16. — xawév] For this one is now 
neither Jew nor Greek, which the two, out of which the one has been made, 
previously were; but both portions have laid aside their former religious and 
moral attitude, and without further distinction have obtained the quite new 
nature conditioned by Christian faith. Is «adv had not been added, eve 
avSpwrog might be incorrectly conceived of as an amalgam of Jew and 
Gentile. To exclude, we may add, from kavdv the moral element?! is not 
merely arbitrary, but, according to the apostolic way of looking at mat- 
ters, even impossible, 2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. iv. 27, vi. 14f., v. 6. — roa 
eiphrnv| Present participle, because the establishment of peace as what was 
duly to set in with the designed new creation, was implied in the very scope 
thereof ; it was that which wasto be brought about in and with it. Observe 
that rowdy eipfvyv is spoken from the standpoint of the design expressed in 
iva tov¢ dbo «.7.a., and is included as belonging to what is designed ; conse- 
quently : so that He (by this new creation) makes peace (not made peace). 
élpfvn is, in accordance with the context, the opposite of éydpa, ver. 15, 
consequently peace of the two portions with each other, not : with God,’ 
nor : mpdc Tov Osdv Kal rpd¢ aAAHAove, ‘‘ with God and with one another.” * 

Ver. 16. Continuation of the sentence expressive of the design. Christ 
has by His death done away with the law, in order to make the Jew and 
the Gentile into one new man (ver. 15), and (and consequently) so to accom- 
plish the reconciliation of both with God, that they should as one body be recon- 
ciled with God through the cross, after He has slain thereon the enmity which 
hitherto existed between them. — kat] is the and of the sequence of thought ; 
from what was before said resulted the way and manner of the reconciliation 
of the two with God ; henge also aroxaradaA. is prefixed. — aroxarahAdoow, 
only here and Col. i. 20 ; in the other Greek writings only «araA/Adoow is pre- 
served, which is not distinguished from dsaAAdoow.* The composition with 
a6 may, after the analogy of other compounds with azé (comp. aroxadi- 
orn, aroxatop9de, al.), denote again ;* but it may also (comp. arovavudto, 
aroveparebo, al.), strengthen the notion of the reconciliation. The latter is 
better adapted to the context (év év) cdwars ; and see ver. 18). In oppo- 
sition to Hofmann’s conversion of the notion into that of the restoration 
of fellowship with God, see on Col. i. 20. We may add that aroxarad does 
not apply to the mutual reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles,® but, as the ex- 
press 76 Oc@ says (Rom. v. 10; 2 Cor. v. 18, 20), to the reconciliation of 
both with God, whose wrath, namely, against sinners Christ has by His 


1 Meier, comp. Riickert. “He brought again into one flock,” also 

2 Harless. Har’ess [and Cremer, Worterbuch]. 

3 Chrysostom, Oecumenius. 6 Grotius, according to whom 76 Oe@ is 

4 In opposition to Tittmann, Synon. p. 101; then equivalent to ut Deo serviant / “ that 
see Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 276 ff. they may serve God,” 


5 Calvin: “‘ reduxerit in unum gregem,” 
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iaorfpiov changed into grace. Comp. on Col. i. 21; 2 Cor. v. 18; Rom. 
v. 10. — rode audorépovc] not again rove dio, because they are now conceived 
as united, comp. vv. 14, 18. — év évi cdyatc] is held by Chrysostom, Theo- 
doret, Theophylact, Beza, Calovius, Calixtus, Wolf, Bengel, Zachariae, 
Koppe, Flatt, Riickert, Matthies, Harless, Hofmann, Lechler, and others, 
to be the body of Christ ; by the offering up of one body both are recon- 
ciled with God. But how superfluous in that case would the 61a rod oravpov be}? 
Moreover, Christ is in fact the subject, and how could it be said of Christ 
that by a single body He has reconciled both with God, or—as Hofmann 
gives to the meaning a turn quite departing from the N. T. and especially 
the Pauline doctrine of atonement—that He has made a single body (His 
body, namely) to be their unity embracing them in the like fellowship of 
God,’ since in fact the case of a plurality of bodies on the part of Christ was 
not even as an abstraction conceivable ? This inappropriateness, hardly 
excusable by the reference to rove audotépove and not removed by the pure 
invention of a contrast to the many bodies offered up under the O. T.,° 
would only cease to be felt, if God were the subject, so that Paul might say 
that God had by the surrender of one body reconciled the two (2 Cor. v. 18 ; 
Col. i. 21) with Himself. Hence Ambrosiaster, Oecumenius, Photius, Anselm, 
Erasmus, Bucer, Calvin, Piscator, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Estius, Grotius, 
Michaelis, Morus, and others, including Meier, Holzhausen, Olshausen, Baum 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Winer, Bleek, have rightly found in éy céya the 
unum corpus, ‘‘one body,” which is formed of the Jews and Gentiles united 
into a el¢ Kade avSpwroc. Comp. on é caua, Rom. v. 12; 1 Cor. x. 17; 
Eph. iv. 4; Col. iii. 15. Christ has reconciled the two in one body, i.e., 
constituting one body without further separation—the two portions of 
humanity as one whole—unto God. How entirely is this mode of taking it 
in keeping with the whole context !_ See especially vv. 14, 15. — aroxreivac 
tay ExSpav év aitd] after he shall have slain, etc. ; for it is inserted in the 
second half of the affirmation of design which begins with the iva of ver. 15, 
so that it is correlative to the rosdv eipfvyv of the first half. On dzoxr. 
Grotius correctly observes : ‘‘idem hic valet, quod modo 2bcac, sed crucis 
facta mentione, aptior fuit translatio verbi dmoxrefvac, quia crux mortem 
adfert,” ‘‘ Here the same applies as above to Atcac, but when mention of 
the cross is made, the use of the word droxteivac is more fitting, because 
the cross brings death.” And the éySpa (here personified) is not to be ex- 


1 Hofmann, after Tertull. c. Mare. v. 17, 
attaches it to the following azmokr., by 
which, however, the emphasis that mani- 
festly lies on amoxr. is pushed forward to 
ba Tod oTavpod. 

2 “Tn His person subsists the newness of 
human nature for them, and in His body, 
wherein [as a bodilyliving man] Hehas gone 
unto God, they have the place where man- 
kind is restored to communion with God,” 
Hofmann, p. 380. With this explaining 
away of the atonement it was no doubt 
consistent to connect 54 tod oravpod with 


anroxt., and to refer back ¢v avré to the év 
ona, The simply correct rendering is giy- 
en, ¢.g., in the version of Castalio: ‘wt in 
sese ex duobus conderet unum novum hominem 
Faciendo pacem, et ambos uno in corpore rec- 
onciliaret Deo per crucem peremtis in ea inim- 
icitiis,” “‘ that in Himself He might produce 
one new man by making peace, and that 
He might reconcile both in one body to God 
by means of the cross, the enmity being re- 
moved in it.” 

3 Calovius. 
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plained otherwise than in ver. 14 ; hence not the daw,’ nor the hostile rela- 
tion of the Jews and Gentiles towards God,? but the enmity of the two 
towards each other. The aim of the apostle was not to explain the nature of 
the atonement in general as such, but to show how Christ has reconciled 
with God the Jews and Gentiles combined into unity, and to this end it was 
pertinent to say that He had cancelled the enmity which had hitherto sub- 
sisted between them. The aorist participle, we may add, affirms not some- 
thing simultaneous with aroxaraa. (ita ut interficeret, ‘‘so that he might 
slay,” but something preceding (after that He has slain), so that the relation 
of time is conceived of otherwise than in the case of the correlative roy 
eiphynv, ver. 15. Paul, namely, has conceived the matter thus : Christ has 
desired by His death on the cross to cancel the mutual enmity between 
Jews and Gentiles (see on ver. 15), and then by means of this death to rec- 
oncile both, who should now in this manner be united into one aggregate, 
év évi couate With God. In reality these are indeed only different sides of 
the effect of the death of Christ on the cross, not separate and successive 
effects ; but in the representation unfolding the subject, in which Paul will 
here, as in a picture, set the matter before us in its various elements, they 
appear so, and this isin keeping with the whole solemn pathos which is 
shed over the passage. — év air@] 2.¢., on the cross. The reference to céyari$ 
falls with the correct explanation of év év) céuats. The reading év éavré 
(F G, 115, codd. in Jer. Arab. pol. Vulg. It. Goth. Syr. p. Ambr. Aug.) 
would yield the same sense as that reference to oéuari, but isa conformation 
to ver. 15, in accordance with which Luther also translated ‘‘ through Him- 
self.” 

Ver. 17. After Christ has established peace, He has come and has also 
proclaimed it, to the Gentiles and the Jews. This proclamation, namely, 
cannot be regarded as preceding the fact by which the peace was established, 
so that é4%év would apply to the bodily advent of Christ upon earth,* and the 
connection with ver. 14 would be: ‘‘ Christ is peace in deed (ver. 14) and 
word (ver. 17) ; He not only is peace, but He proclaimed it Himself at His 
appearing on earth,” Harless. For, when it is said in ver. 14, avrd¢ yap éorw 
h eiphyn juov, the time thought of is, as vv. 14-16 show, the time after the 
crucifixion of Christ, through which and since which He is our peace, so 
that cat Adv x.7.2. does not merely attach itself to aitic yap torw 7 siphyy 
juov and leave all that intervenes out of view ; but, on the contrary, this 
intervening matter is so essentially bound up with airoc y. é. 7 eip. ju., that 
now «ai éAdv x.7.A. can introduce not a zpérepov, but only a vorepov of the 
crucifixion, annexing as it does the further course of the matter. Rightly, 
therefore, most expositors have understood in é79é6v an advent following the 
crucifizion of Christ, in connection with which either the resurrection of 
Christ has been thought of,® or His having come in His spirit,’ or in the 


1 Michaelis, Koppe, Holzhausen. 4 Chrysostom, Anselm, Estius, Holzhau- 
2Most expositors, including Riickert, sen, Matthies, Harless. 

Meier, Harless, Hofmann. 5 Bengel, Rickert. 
3 Bengel, Semler, Hofmann, following 6 Olshausen. 


Tertullian. 
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preaching that took place through the apostles (so most), in which latter 
view é20évis wrongly by many, as Raphel, Grotius, Wolf, Zachariae, Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller,’ regarded as without significance ; it is in truth an ‘‘insigne 
verbum,” ‘‘a remarkable word,” Bengel. The correct explanation (comp. 
ver. 18) is given by Olshausen.? In the Holy Spirit, namely, not only ac- 
cording to John (John xiv. 18, al.), but also according to Paul, Christ Him- 
self has come (in so far as it is Christ’s Spirit) from heaven to those who 
have received the Spirit, and dwells and rules in them (Rom. viii. 9, 10 ; 
2 Cor. iii. 17, xiii. 5 ; Gal. ii. 20), and this proclamation has taken place at 
the instance of the Spirit (Rom. viii. 16), and through the Spirit Himself 
(Rom. xv, 18; comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 3). The point of time expressed by 
ebmyyedicaro is the conversion of the persons concerned, at which they received 
the Spirit (Gal. iii. 2; Eph. i. 13). Accordingly, the apostle could, with- 
out writing at variance with history, name first the readers as original 
Gentiles (iuiv roic paxpdv), and then the Jews ; for when the Ephesians 
became Christians, there had already long since been converted not merely 
Jews, but Gentiles and Jews. Had he, on the other hand, meant the actual 
coming of Christ upon earth and His oral preaching, the historical necessity 
would have presented itself of mentioning jirst those that were near and 
then those that were afar off. — We may add that the concrete and vividly 
depicting expression éAvav ebnyy. can the less occasion surprise, as the 
whole passage bears a patheticimpress. Comp. also Acts xxvi. 23. — elpfyyv 
has been, from the time of Chrysostom, ordinarily explained of peace with 
God, while only a few, as Estius and Koppe, suppose peace with each other 
to be included ; but Olshausen rightly understands the latter alone, as does 
also Bleek. Only this is in keeping with the whole connection (see, more- 
over, the immediately preceding amoxr. tiv éySpav, and comp. ver. 19), and, 
moreover, has ver. 18 not against it, but in its favor (see on ver. 18).— 
buiv Toi¢ waxpdv and Toi¢ éyyt¢] (both to be explained in accordance with ver. 
12, and comp. Isa. lvii. 19) are dependent on eiyyyedicato, the view which 
immediately and most naturally suggests itself. Harless would attach both 
very closely to sip#vyv,—a course to which he was impelled by his explana- 
tion of éAvav ebnyy., in order not to present the apostle as saying what is in- 
consistent with history (Matt. xv. 24, comp. x. 5 f. ; John x. 16; Matt. 
xxi. 43, a/.). But the inconsistency with history would still remain.2—The 
repetition of eiphvnv (see the critical remarks) has rhetorical emphasis, John 
xiv. 27; Buttm. newt. Gr. p. 341 [E. T. 398]. This ériuovg of the expres- 
sion, however,* excludes the view of Wieseler, p. 444, that roic éyyb¢ also is 
in apposition to juiv, and means specially the Jewish-Christians in Ephesus. 


1 Comp. Meier. message was a peace which availed for all, 


2Comp. Baumgarten-Crusius and de 
Wette, also Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, 
p. 475, and Bleek. 

3 Tf Paul had understood éd8. evnyy. in the 
sense of Harless, he must at all events have 
written cip. trois éyyis Kk. eip, bul Tots waKpav. 
Harless himself has paraphrased (comp. 
Erasm. Paraphr.): ‘The contents of his 


Jews as well as Gentiles.” Evidently under 
an involuntary sense of the historical rela- 
tion, but in opposition to the words, ac- 
cording to which Harless ought to have par- 
aphrased ; ‘‘ availed for all, Gentiles as well 
as Jews.” 

4 Nigelsbach on Hom. J2. i. 436. 
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Ver. 18. Proof from an appeal to fact for what has just been said : ebnyy. 
elogvav dbuiv T. paxp. K. elp. Toig éyybc. In this case the main stress of the 
proof lies in of augérepor év évt rvebu. Tf, namely, through Christ, both in 
One Spirit have the rpocaywy4 to the Father, to both must the same news, 
that of peace, have been imparted by Him. This is the necessary historic 
premiss of that happy state of unity now actually subsistent through Christ. 
He must have proclaimed eipfvy to the one as to the other ; of this Paul now 
gives the probatio ab effectu, ‘‘ proof from the effect.” Others hold that érz 
introduces the contents of the message of peace.’ But the contents are fully 
expressed in the eipfry itself, agreeably to the context ; hence, too, we may 
not say, with Riickert, that the essence of the cipfvy is explained. Accord- 
ing to Harless, the truth of that proclamation is shown from the reality of the 
possession. But in this way a subsidiary thought (namely, that the procla- 
mation was true) is introduced not merely arbitrarily, but also unsuitably (for 
the truth of that which has been proclaimed was self-evident). — ri» mpo- 
caywyhv| Christ is not conceived of as door,” which is remote from the con- 
text, but as bringer ; in which case there may be an allusion to the Oriental 
custom of getting access to the king only through a mpocaywyet¢ (see on 
Rom. v. 2), but not to sacrificial processions in accordance with Herod. ii. 58,° 
which would be an unsuitable comparison. Before Christ had reconciled 
men with God, communion with God was, on account of the wrath of God 
(ver. 8; Rom. vy. 10), denied to them ; Christ by His iAaorfpiov removed 
this obstacle, and thus became the rpocaywyetc, through the mediation of 
whom (6: avrov) we now and henceforth have the bringing near* unto God. In 
substance the having the zpocaywyn to God is not different from the eipjvy 
mpoc¢ Tov Oedv (Rom. vy. 1), and from the filial relationship of the reconciled. It 
is the consequence of the atoning death of Jesus; the peaceful relation of 
believers towards God, brought about through this death. Comp. 1 Pet. iii. 
18. Here, moreover, as at Rom. v. 2, the notion of bringing towards, which 
the world has, is not to be interchanged with that of approach or access,® 
as though zpécodov were written in the text. Christ by the continuous 
power and efficacy of His atoning act is the constant Bringer to the Father. 
Comp. iii. 12. —év ét rvebuati] for the Holy Spirit is to both one and the 
same element of life (comp. on Rom. viii. 15), apart from which they can- 
not have the rpocaywyf to God. The referring of it to the human spirit ° 
ought to have been precluded by taking note of the Divine 77ias in our 
passage (d’ avrov, év &i rvebmarte, mpoc TOY maTépa); Comp. VV. 12, 22. 
— Observe, further, the difference of meaning between the éyouev (denoting 
the continuously present possession of the signal benefit) and the éoyfxapev 
of Rom. y. 2 (see on the latter passage). 

Ver. 19. “Apa oiv] draws the inference from vv. 14-18 ; and this infer- 
ence is the same in its tenor with what was said at ver. 18, but is car- 


1 Baumgarten, Koppe, Morus, Flatt. 5 As still by Riickert, Harless, Bleek. 
2 John x. 7; Beza, Calvin. 8 onobvpuador, ‘‘ with one accord,” Anselm, 
3 Meier. Homberg, Zachariae, Koppe, Morus, Rosen- 


4Thuc. i. 82; Polyb. ix. 41.1, xii. 4. 10; miiller. 
Xen. Cyr. vii. 5. 45. 
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ried out in more detail ; for this is just what was to be proved ver. 14 
ff., -— £évor] é.¢., such as are not included as belonging to the theocracy, but are 
related towards it as strangers, who belong to another state ; the opposite is 
ovurorita Tov dyiwv. Comp. ver. 12. The same is indicated by rdpockos : 
inquilini,’ i.e, those who, coming from elsewhere, sojourn in a land or 
city without having the right of citizenship (Acts vii. 6,29; 1 Pet. ii. 
11).? It is the same as is expressed in classic Greek by pérovxoi,* in contra- 
distinction to the rodirye or doréc.4 [See Note XXVI., p. 401.] The Gen- 
tiles are in the commonwealth of God only iquilini, sojourners, not 
citizens ; they have no qodvrefa therein ; although they are ruled by God 
(Rom. iii. 29) and included in the Messianic promise (Rom. iv. 12 f.), they 
are so in the second place (Rom. i. 16), and without participating in the 
time-hallowed peculiar prerogatives of the Israelites (Rom. iii. 1, ix. 4 ff). 
The referring of rapoixor to the conception of a household (persons pertaining 
to the house, members of the family) is not to be made good by linguistic 
usage (not even by Lev. xxii. 10), and is not demanded by the antithesis of 
oiketoe Tov Oeov,° Inasmuch as oikeion Tov Oeov sustains a climactic relation to 
the preceding ovuroa. tév dyiov, and the two together form the contrast to 
Eévo. and répoixo. The reference to the proselytes ° is quite at variance with 
the context (vv. 11-13). — aA” éoré] emphatic repetition of the verb after 
aArad. Comp. Rom. vili. 15 ; 1 Cor. ii. 8 ; Heb. xii. 18 ff. — ovurodirac] be- 
longs to the inferior Greek ; Lucian, Soloec. 5 ; Ael. V. @. iii. 44 ; Joseph. 
Antt. xix. 2. 2.7 —rév dylor] t.e., of those who constitute the people of 
God. These were formerly the Jews (ver. 12), into whose place, however, 
the Christians have entered as the ’Icpajd roi Oeod (Gal. vi. 16), as the true 
descendants of Abraham (Rom. iv. 10 ff.) and God’s people (Rom. ix. 5 ff.), 
acquired as His property by the work of Christ (see on ix. 14). The 
Ephesians have thus, by becoming Christians, attained to the fellow-citizen- 
ship with the saints,—which saints the Christians were,—so that rév 
dyiwv does not embrace either the Jews * or the patriarchs,® with whom even 
the angels have been associated.” — oixeios tov Ocoi] members of God’s house- 
hold, The theocracy is thought of as a family, dwelling in a house, of 
which God is the oikodeoméryc. 1 Tim. iii. 15; Heb. iii. 2, 5, 6, x. 21; 
1 Pet. iv. 17. Comp. WV M3, Num. xii. 7 ; Hos. viii. 1. Harless : belong- 
ing tothe house of God, as the building-stones of the house, in which God 
dwells. But thus the following figure is anticipated, and that ina way con- 


1 Among Greek writers mapoxos has not 
this signification, but is equivalent to neigh- 
bor; it has it, however, in the LXX. (Ex. 
xii. 45; Lev. xxv. 6-23). Comp. zaporkia, 
Acts xiii. 17, and in the LXX.; Clem. Cor. 
41.15, 

2 See, in general, Wetstein, ad Luc. xxiv. 
18; Gesen. Thes. s.v. awn. 

3 Wolf, prol. Dem. Lept. p. xvi. ff.; Her- 
mann, Staatsalterth. § 115. 

4 Plat. Pol. viii. p. 563 A, al. 

5 In opposition to Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, 


Meier, Harless, Olshausen, Schenkel. 

® Anselm, Whitby, Cornelius & Lapide, 
Calixtus, Baumgarten. 

7 See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 172. 

® Vorstius, Hammond, Bengel, Morus. 

®* Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
and others; Theodoret: ayiovs évraiéa ov 
pdvov Tovs THs XapLTOs, AAA Kal Tos eV VOnw 
kal Tovs mpd vouov Aeyer, ‘‘ Here by saints he 
refers not only to those of grace, but also to 
those of the law and before the law.’ 

10 Calvin, Flatt. 
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trary to the meaning of oixeioc ; and an incongruous contrast is afforded to 
the mépockoc. 

Ver. 20. The conception oixog Oeov leads the apostle, in keeping with the 
many-sided versatility of his association of ideas, to make the transition 
from the figure of a houschold-fellowship, to the figure of a house-structure, 
and accordingly to give to oixeio. tov Ocov a further illustration, which now is 
no longer appropriate to the former figurative conception, but only to the 
latter, which, however, was not yet expressed in oixeioc tov Ocov. Comp. 
Col. ii. 6, 7. —érovkodoundévrec] namely, when ye became Christians. The 
compound does not stand for the simple term,' but denotes the building wp. 
Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 10, 12, 14; Col. ii. 7; Xen. Hist. vi. 5. 12 ; Dem. 1278. 
27. eri, with the dative, however,’ is not here occasioned by the aorist par- 
ticiple,* which would not have hindered the use either of the genitive ‘ or of 
the accusative (1 Cor. ili. 12; Rom. xv. 20) ; but the accusative is not em- 
ployed, because Paul has not in his mind the relation of direction, and it is 
purely accidental that not the genitive of rest, but the dative of rest is em- 
ployed. [See Note XXVIL., p. 402.] — rév aroor. x. mpod.] is taken by Chry- 
sostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Estius, Morus, and others, in- 
cluding Meier, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, as genitive of 


apposition ; but wrongly, since the apostles and prophets are not the foun-. 


dation, but have dad it (1 Cor. iii. 10). The foundation laid by the apostles 
and prophets *® is the gospel of Christ, which they have proclaimed, and by 
which they have established the churches ; see on 1 Cor. iii. 10. ‘‘ Tes- 
timonium apost. et proph. substructum est fidei credentium omnium,” 
‘The testimony of the apostles and prophets is the support of the faith 
of all believers,” Bengel. — rpodyrév| has been understood by Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Jerome, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Calovius, Estius, 
Baumgarten, Michaelis, and others, including Riickert, of the Old Tes- 
tament prophets. That not these, however, but the Mew Testament proph- 
ets (see on 1 Cor. xii. 10), are intended,® is clear, not indeed from the 
non-repetition of the article, since the apostles and prophets might be 
conceived as one class,’ but (1) from the very order of the words,*® 
which, especially from the pen of an apostle, would most naturally 
have been rév rpogyrav k. arooréawv ; (2) from the analogy of iti. 5, iv. 11 ; 
and (3) from the fact that the foundation-laying in question can, from 
the nature of the case, only be the preaching of the Christ who has come, 
because upon this foundation the establishment of the church took 


1 Koppe. 7 Xen. Anabd. ii. 2.5: of orpatnyo. kat Aoxa- 
2 Comp. Xen, Anab. ili. 4. 11. yot; comp. Saupp. ad Xen. Venat. v. 24; 
3 Harless. Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 373. 


4 Hom. 1. xxii. 225; Plato, Legg. v. p. 736 E. 

5 As most expositors, including Koppe, 
Flatt, Rickert, Matthies, Harless, Bleek, 
correctly take it. 

6 Pelagius, Piscator, Grotius, Bengel, 
Zachariae, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, 
Harless, Meier, Matthies, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Bleek. 


8 This has been very arbitrarily explained ; 


by the assertion that the apostles preached 
the gospel immediately, that they possessed 
the greater endowment of grace, that the 
foundation had been no recens positum, 
“not been one recently fixed,” and such 
like. See specially Calovius and Estius. 
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place, and in that preaching the old prophetic predictions were used only 
as means (Rom. xvi. 26). Comp. also ver. 21. [See Note XXVIII., p. 402. ] 
Harless supposes that the apostles are here called at the same time prophets.’ 
In this way, no doubt, the objection of Riickert is obviated, that, in fact, 
the prophets themselves would have come to Christianity only by means 
of the apostles, and would themselves have stood only on the Seuéduo¢ rev 
arooréawy ; but (a) from the non-repetition of the article there by no means 
follows the unity of the persons (see above), but only the unity of the cate- 
gory, under which the two are thought of. (0) There may be urged against 
it the analogy of iv. 11, as well as that in the whole N. T., where the ec- 
clesiastical functions are already distinguished ® and prophets are mentioned, 
apostles are not at the same time intended. It is true that the apostles had of 
necessity to possess the gift of prophecy, but this was understood of itself, 
and they are always called merely apostles, while simply those having re- 
ceived the gift of prophecy, who were not at the same time apostles, are termed 
prophets ; comp. 1 Cor. xii. 28 f. (¢) There would be no reason whatever 
bearing on the matter in hand why the apostles should here be designated 
specially as prophets ; nay, the contrast of Moses and the prophets, arbitrarily 
assumed by Hofmann, would only tell against the identity (Luke xxiv. 27,. 
44; Acts xxiv. 14; Johni. 46). That objection of Riickert, however, dis- 
appears entirely when we contemplate the prophets as the immediate and 
principal fellow-laborers in connection with the laying of the foundation 
done primarily by the apostles, in which character they, although them- 
selves resting upon the Sepyédvov of the apostles, yet in turn were associated 
with them as founders. And the more highly Paul esteems prophecy (1 Cor. 
xiv. 1), and puts the prophets elsewhere also in the place next to the apos- 
tles (iv. 11 ; 1 Cor. xii. 28 f.), with so much the more justice might he desig- 
nate the apostles and prophets as laying the foundation of the churches ; and 
the less are we warranted, with de Wette, in finding here traces of a disciple 
of the apostles, who has had before him the results of the apostolic labors as 
wellas the period of the original prophecy as concluded, or with Schwegler ° 
and Baur (p. 488), in recognizing traces of Montanism with its new proph- 
ets as the continuers of the apostolate. — dvro¢ axpoy. aitov I. X.] wherein Je- 
sus Christ Himself is corner-stone. On this most essential point, without which 
the building up in question upon the apostolic and prophetic foundation 
would lack its uniquely distinctive character, hinges the whole completion 
of the sublime picture, vv. 21, 22. The gospel preached by the apostles 
and prophets is the foundation, the basis, upon which the Ephesians were 
built up, é.¢., this apostolic and prophetic gospel was preached also at Ephe- 
sus, and the readers were thereby converted and formed into a Christian 


1 So also Riickert on iii. 5, and Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. IL. 2, p. 122. The latter adduces 
as a reason, that mpo¢. is no peculiar N. T. 
designation like améor. This, however, it 
surely is, namely, in the N. T. sense, for 
which the O. T. word was the most suitable 
vehicle. Philippi also, G@laubenslehre, I. 
p. 288, ed. 2, declares himself in favor of 


Harless. 

2 This is not yet the case at Matt. xxiii. 34, 
where rather the whole category of Christian 
teachers is still designated by Old Testa- 
ment names. In the parallel Luke xi. 49, 
on the other hand, the apostles are already 
adduced as such by name. 

3 In Zeller’s Jahrb. 1844, p. 879. 
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community ; but the corner-stone of this building is Christ Himself, inas- 
much, namely, as Christ, the historic, living Christ, to whom all Christian 
belief and life have reference, as necessarily conditions through Himself the 
existence and endurance of each Christian commonwealth, as the existence 
and steadiness of a building are dependent on the indispensable corner-stone 
which upholds the whole structure. Only as to the figure, not as to the 
thing signified, is there a difference when Christ is here designated as the 
corner-stone, and at 1 Cor. iii. 11 as the foundation. The identity of the 
matter lies in rdv kefuevov, 1 Cor. U.c. See on that passage. In the figure of 
the corner-stone (which ‘‘ duos parietes ex diverso venientes conjungit et 
continet,” ‘‘ joins and holds two walls coming from different directions,” 
Estius), many have found the union of the Jews and Gentiles set forth.? But 
this is at variance with raca oixod., ver. 21, according to which for every 
Christian community, and so also for those consisting exclusively of Jewish- 
Christians or excluswvely of Gentile-Christians, Christ is the corner-stone. — 
avtov| does not apply to T@ Seweriw,* for Christ is conceived of as the corner- 
stone, not of the foundation, but of the building (ver. 21). It belongs to 
"Inoot Xprorov, Which with this airod is placed emphatically at the end, in 
order then to join on by év ¢ x«.r.2. that which is to be further said of Christ, 
in so far as He is Himself the corner-stone. The article airot roi ’I. X. 
might be used ; Christ would then be conceived of as already present in 
the consciousness of the readers :* it was not necessary, however, to use it ;° 
but the conception is : Christ Himself is corner-stone ;° so that Christ Him- 
self, as respects His own unique destination in this edifice, is contradistin- 
guished from His laborers, the apostles and prophets.—Whether, it may be 
asked, is 7 Vevediw masculine (see on 1 Cor. iii. 10) or neuter? It tells in 
favor of the former that, with Paul, it is at 1 Cor. iii. 11 (also 2 Tim. ii. 19) 
decidedly masculine, but in no passage decidedly neuter (Rom. xv. 20; 
1 Tim. vi. 19). Harless erroneously thinks that the neuter is employed by 
the apostle only metaphorically. 

Ver. 21. An elucidation to évto¢ akpoy. airov ’I. X., bearing on the matter 
in hand, and placing in yet clearer light the thought of ver. 19 f. : in whom 
each congregation, in whom also yours (ver. 22), organically develops itself unto 
its holy destination.’ — év ¢] means neither by whom,® nor upon whom,* but : 
in whom, so that Christ (for ¢ applies neither to axpoy., as Castalio, Estius, 
and Koppe suppose, nor to r@ veveAiw, as Holzhausen would have it, but to 
the nearest and emphatic aitov "Ijcov X.) appears as that wherein the joining 


1 On dxpoywrtatos, sc. Aifos, Which does not 
occur in Greek writers, comp. LXX. Isa. 
xxviii. 16; Symm. Ps. cxvii. 22; 1 Pet. ii. 6; 
on the subject-matter, Matt. xxi. 42. 

2 Theodoret, Menochius, Estius, Michael- 
is, Holzhausen, Bretschneider, and others. 

3 Bengel, Cramer, Koppe, Holzhausen, 
Hofmann, II. 2, p. 122. 

4 He Himself, Christ; see Fritzsche, ad 
Matth. p. 117. 

5 In opposition to Bengel. 


6 Tl. vi. 450; Xen. Anab. ii. 1. 5, Apol. 11, 
al. ; see Bornemann, ad Anabd. i. 7. 11; Krii- 
ger on Thuc. i, 27. 3. 

7 Observe the apostle’s view of the church, 
as a whole and in its single parts, as one 
living organism. Comp. Thiersch, die Kirche 
im apost. Zeitalt. p. 154, 162; Ehrenfeuch- 
ter, prakt. Theol. I. p. 55 ff. 

® Castalio, Vatablus, Menochius, Morus, 
and others, including Flatt. 

® Estius, Koppe, and others. 
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together of the building has its common point of support (comp. i. 10).— 
raoa olxodouh] not: the whole building,’ which would be at variance with 
linguistic usage, and would absolutely require the reading (on that account 
preferred by Matthies, Winer, and others) raoa 7 oixodoug (see the critical 
remarks), but : every building. The former interpretation, moreover, the 
opposition of which to linguistic usage is rightly urged also by Reiche,’ is 
by no means logically necessary, since Paul was not obliged to proceed from 
the conception of the whole body of Christians to the community of the 
readers (ver. 22), but might pass equally well from the conception ‘‘ every 
congregation,” to the conception ‘‘also ye” (ver. 22), and thus subordi- 
nate the particular to the general. The objection that there is only 
one oixodouf*® is baseless, since the collective body of Christians might 
be just as reasonably, as every congregation for itself, conceived as a 
temple-building. The latter conception is found, as in 1 Cor. ii. 16, so also 
here, where the former is linguistically impossible. Chrysostom, however, is 
wrong in holding that by raca oixod. is signified every part of the building 
(wall, roof, etc.), since olxodoug rather denotes the aggregate of the single 
parts of the building, the edifice, and since not a wall, a roof, etc., but only 
the building as a whole which is thought of, can grow unto a temple. — 
ovvappuor.| becoming framed together ; for the present participle represents the 
edifice as still in the process of building, as indeed every community is engaged 
in the progressive developement of its frame of Christian life until the Pa- 
rousia (comp. on 1 Cor. iii. 15). The participle is closely connected with 
every building, while its framing together, z.¢., the harmonious com- 
bination of its parts into the corresponding whole, takes place in Christ, 
grows, etc. The compound ovvapyodoyeiy (with classical writers cvvapudfew) 
is met with only here and iv. 16, but dpyoAcyeiv in Philipp. Thess. 78. —aiée:] 
On this form of the present, read in the N.T. only here and at Col. ii. 19, 
but genuinely classical, see Matthiae, p. 541. — cic vadv dyiov] Final result of 
this growth. It is not, however, to be translated : unto @ holy temple, for 
the conception of several temples was foreign to the apostle with his Jewish 
nationality, but : unto the holy temple, in which there was no need of the 
article (see on 1 Cor. iii. 16). To realize the idea of the one temple—that is 
the goal unto which every community, while its organic development of life 
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1 Oecumenius, Harless, Olshausen, Baum- 


appears, very unsuitably, no doubt (see 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Bleek. 


above), to have taken it. According to 


2The admissibility of the anarthrous 
form aca oixodSouy, in the sense of ‘‘the 
whole building,” cannot be at all conceded, 
since otxodouy% is neither a proper name, nor 
to be regarded as equivalent to such. See 
Winer, p. 101; Buttmann, newt. Gram. p. 78 
({E. T. 86]. In general was in the sense of 
whole can only be without an article, when 
the substantive to which it belongs would 
not need the article even without mao (Krii- 
ger, § 50,11. 9). Hence aca oixod. can only 
signify either every building, or else a build- 
ing utterly. In the latter sense Chrysostom 


Hofmann, II. 2, p. 123, raca oixos. is meant 
to signify “‘ whatever becomes a constituent 
part of a building” (thus also the Gentiles 
who become Christians). As if oicoSou7 could 
mean constituent part of a building! It sig- 
nifies, even in Matt. xxiv. 1, Mark xiii. 1 f., 
edifice. And as if aoa, every part of the 
building, when in fact only ¢wo constituent 
parts, namely Jews and Gentiles, could be 
thought of, were in harmony with this 
relation ! The rendering is linguistically and 
logically incorrect. 
3 de Wette. 
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has its firm support in Christ, groweth up. —év kvpiw] By this not God is 
meant, as Michaelis, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Holzhausen, and others suppose, 
but Christ (see the following év 6). By the majority it is connected with 
ayiov, in which case it would not have, with Beza, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, 
Flatt, to be taken for the dative, but’ would have to be explained of the 
aytérne of the temple, having its cwusal ground in Christ, thus specifically Chris- 
tian. But the holiness of the temple lies in the dwelling of God therein (see 
ver. 22) ; it does not, therefore, jirst come into existence in Christ, but is already 
existent, and the church becomes in Christ that which the holy temple 7s, inas- 
much as in this church the idea of the holy temple realizes itself. Others 
have rightly, therefore, connected it with aie, although éy is not, with 
Grotius, Wolf, et al., to be translated by per. In the case of every building 
which is framed together in Christ, the growing into the holy temple takes 
place also in Christ (as the one on whom this further development depends). 
The being framed together and the growing up of the building to its sacred 
destination—voth not otherwise than in the Lord. 

Ver. 22. ’Ev ¢] applies to év xupi, and is to be explained quite like év ¢ in 
ver. 21. The reference to vaév” appears on account of the immediately pre- 
ceding év kvpiw arbitrary, and, according to the correct apprehension of raca 
oixod., as well as with regard to the following ei¢ xatocxyrénpiov «.7.2., UMpos- 
sible. — cvvorkodoueio Se] is indicative, not imperative,* against which vv. 19, 20 
are decisive,* according to which Paul says not what the readers ought to be, 
but what they are; hence he, at ver. 22, attaches in symmetrical relative 
construction the relation of the readers to that which subsists in the case of 
every Christian community, ver. 21. The compound, however, may mean 
either : ye are built along with (the others), comp. 3 Esdr. v. 68 (cuvockodop- 
howuev tiv), so that the church of the readers would be placed in the same 
category with the other churches (so it is ordinarily understood) ; or: ye 
are builded together, so that ctv relates to the putting together of the single 
parts of the building.® The latter is to be preferred, because the parallelism 
of vv. 21 and 22 makes the attaching of different senses to the two compounds 
ovvapodoy. and ovvorkxod. appear groundless. — eic¢ katouxyrhpiov Tov Beov] unto 
the dwelling of God, quite the same, only with a variation of expression, as 
before cic vadv dyov was (comp. Matt. xxiii. 21), and pertaining to cvvakod. 
The supposition of Griesbach and Knapp, that év ¢ «. tu. ovvorxod. is an in- 
terpolation, and eic¢ ator. «.7.2. still belongs to age: ; as, again, the expe- 
dient of Koppe and Riickert, that ei¢ xaroux. rod Oeot means, in order that a 
dwelling of God may arise ; and finally, the assertion of Harless, that xarovk. 
rov Gcov is not identical with the vad¢ ayoc, but that the individual Christians 
were so termed because God dwells in them and the whole forms a vade ayioc, 


1 So also de Wette, Hofmann, Bleek. 

2 Calixtus, Rosenmiiller, Matthies. 

3 Calvin, Meier. 

4 In and of itself the relative clause would 
not exclude the imperative (in opposition to 
Hofmann). See, ¢.g., Soph. Qed. Col. 735 
(al. 731) : Ov pyr’ oKvetre, Herod. i. 89, Comp. 


the familiar olc6’ 6 dpacov, and the impera- 
tive often standing after aore. 

5 Comp. Philo, de praem. et poen. p. 928 E: 
oikiay 0 cuvmkodopnuevny kK, TUVNPLoTMEeVnY, 
‘‘a house well-built and put together,” 
comp. Thue, i. 98.3; Dio Cass. xxxix. 61. 
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—are only different forced interpretations, resulting from the linguistically 
unwarranted explanation of the above zaca oixodouh as the whole building. — 
év rvebuarc] receives from most expositors an adjectival turn : ‘a spiritual 
temple, in opposition to the stone one of the Jews.”* How arbitrary gen- 
erally in itself ! how arbitrary, in particular, not to refer év mvebyare to the 
Holy Spirit ! since we have here, exactly as in ver. 18, the juxtaposition of 
the Divine Trias, while the context presents nothing whatever to suggest 
the contrast with a temple of stone. Harless :* ‘‘a dwelling, which is in the 
indwelling of the Spirit ;»” and this, forsooth ! is held to mean : ‘‘ inasmuch 
as the Spirit dwells in them, they are a dwelling of God and of Christ.” But, 
apart from the fact that of this ‘‘ and of Christ” there is nothing whatever in the 
text, in this way év rvetuar:, which according to the literal sense could only be 
the continens, ‘‘ containing,” would in fact be made the contentwm! ‘‘ that 
which is contained.” From this the very analogies, in themselves inappropriate 
(because they are abstracta, ‘‘ abstracts”), which Harless employs : yapa év 
mvevpatl, ayarn év rv., ‘joy in the spirit, love in the spirit,” ought to have 
precluded him. The true view is to connect it not merely with xarosk. row 
Gcov, but with cvvoikodopeiobe el¢ katoux. Tov Oeov, and év is imstrumental. Ye 
are being builded together unto the dwelling-place of God by virtue of the 
Holy Spirit; in so far, namely, as the latter dwells in your Christian 
congregation (see on 1 Cor. iii. 16; 2 Cor. vi. 16 f.; comp. Jas. iv. 
5), and thereby the relation of being the temple of God is brought about 
—a relation, which without this indwelling of the Spirit wovld not occur, 
and would not be possible. For the Spirit of God is related to the ideal 
temple as the Shechinah to the actual temple, and is the conditio sine qua non 
of the same. Comp. also Hofmann, who, however, likewise connects év 7. 
only with xaroux.7. ©. The objections of Harless to the instrumental ren- 
dering of év are not valid ; for (a) the circumstance that éy mvetyate was 
placed only at the end not only very naturally resulted from the parallelism 
with ver. 21, seeing that in ver. 21 there is not contained an element corre- 
sponding to the év rvebuari, and consequently this new element is most nat- 
urally appended at the end, but the position at the close imparts also to the 
év rvebu. an unusual emphasis,* comp. also iii. 5 ; and (0) the suggestion that 
xvevua, a8 the objective medium, must have the article, is incorrect, seeing 
that rveiua, with or without an article (in accordance with the nature of a 
proper noun), is the objective Holy Spirit. 


Notres py American Eprtor. 


XVI. Ver. 1. évrac vexporc. 


On this view presented by Meyer, Harless remarks : ‘‘ The supposition of 
some, that vexpd¢ here means ‘condemned to death,’ ‘liable to death,’ is en- 
tirely arbitrary, since it has not the least foundation either in Greek or Hebrew.”’ 
Ellicott : «‘ The proleptic reference to physical death, viz., ‘ certo morituri’ (Mey.) 


1 Rickert. 2 Comp. Meier and Matthies. 3 Kithner, II. p. 625. 
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seems irreconcilable with the context. The riovoioc dv év éAéer, which seems to 
specify God’s mercy in extending His resurrectionary power, would thus lose 
much of its appropriateness, and the particle cai its proper ascensive force.” 
Braune: ‘‘Spiritual death alone is spoken of, since God is the source of life 
(Ps. xxxvi, 10), and without Him men are in the shadow of death (Matt. iv. 16; 
Luke i, 79 ; Matt. viii. 22; Luke xv. 24, 32; Rom. vii. 9, 10), Eadie: ‘ With- 
out putting any polemical pressure on the phrase, we may regard it as spiritual 
death, not liability to death, but actual death . .. The epithet implies : 1. Pre- 
vious life; 2. Insensibility; 3. Inability.” Against the remark of Cremer : ‘‘ Were 
we to take vexpé¢ to denote religious inaction and incapability, we should vio- 
late the connection of the passage which treats of the reception of salvation ;’’ 
we need refer only to the entire argument of the preceding chapter that shows 
that even man’s receptivity for grace proceeds entirely from the divine purpose 
for his salvation. ‘‘ The Scriptures teach that man in sins is not only weak and 
sick, but also entirely dead. As now a man who is physically dead cannot, of 
his own powers, prepare or adapt himself to obtain again temporal life ; so the 
man who is spiritually dead in sins cannot, of his own strength, adapt or apply 
himself to the acquisition of spiritual and heavenly righteousness, unless he be 
delivered and quickered by the Son of God from the death of sin” (Formula of 
Concord, p. 553). 


XVII. Ver. 2. tov dépoc. 


The discussion of this topic by Harless is very full (p. 143-161), thorough 
and discriminating, and his conclusion, that the a7p refers to what is neither 
earth nor heaven, is more plausible than Meyer’s supposition that St. Paul 
drew this conception from a Rabbinical source. ‘‘ Without venturing to deny 
that the word may mysteriously intimate a near propinquity of the spirits of 
evil, it may still be said that the limitation to the physical atmosphere (Meyer) 
is as precarious in doctrine as the reference to some ideal ‘atmosphere belting 
a death-world’ (Eadie), or to the common parlance of mankind (Alford), is too 
vague and undefined”’ (Ellicott). 


XVIII. Ver. 3. réxva gvoer dpyie. 


On Meyer’s discussion, see Eadie: ‘The same may be said of Meyer’s inter- 
pretation, ‘through the development of natural disposition;’ for if that disposi- 
tion was natural, its very germs must have been in us at our birth, and what 
is that but innate depravity?’ As to the objection ‘‘that the word cannot refer 
to original depravity, because it is only of actual sins that the apostle speaks 
in the preceding clauses,” we may reply with Olshausen, that in this clause 
actual sins are pointed out in their ultimate foundation ‘‘ in the inborn sinful- 
ness of each individual by his connection with Adam.’’ Harless: ‘‘The ¢iouc 
of an individual thing denotes the peculiarity of its being, which is the result 
of its being, as opposed to every accessory quality; hence goer eivas or Trovety te 
means to be and to do anything by virtue of a state, or an inclination not ac- 
quired but inherent.” To this Alford adds : ‘If this be correct, the expression 
will-amount to an assertion on the part of the apostle of the doctrine of origi- 
nal sin. There is from its secondary position no emphasis on vce. ; but its 
doctrinal force as referring to a fundamental truth otherwise known is not 
thereby lessened. And it is not for Meyer to argue against this by assuming 
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original sin not to be a Pauline doctrine. If the apostle asserts it here, this 
place must stand on its own merits, not be wrested to suit an apparent precon- 
ceived meaning of other passages. . . It would be easy to show that every one 
of them (Rom. i. 18, ii. 8, 9, v. 12, vii. 9, xi. 21; Gal. ii. 15) is consistent 
with the doctrine here implied.” Ellicott: ‘It must fairly be said that the un- 
emphatic position of @éce renders it doubtful whether there is any special con- 
trast to ydpit1, or any direct assertion of the doctrine of Original Sin ; but that 
the clause contains an indirect, and, therefore, even more convincing assertion 
of that profound truth, it seems impossible to deny.” Riddle: ‘The attitude 
here taken as respects this fearful fact of a universal natural state of condemnation 
is precisely that which the Scriptures hold towards the question of the exist- 
ence of God: it is not proved but assumed.” To the above it may be added 
that the interpretation of Rom. xi. 16, 21; Gal. ii. 15; 1 Cor. vii.4; Matt. 
xviii. 2f.; xix. 14f., indicated by Meyer under (4) and (5), renders the regenera- 
tion of those there mentioned impossible, since it makes of them by nature 
the children of God, and grace is conferred already by generation. The fullest 
treatment of this passage is in Harless, pp. 165-180. 


XIX. Ver. 9. iva k.7.A. 


The prima gratia of the scholastics here mentioned is thus described by 
Melanchthon, Apology of Aug. Conf., p. 86, § 17: ‘‘The adversaries, not to 
pass by Christ altogether, require a knowledge of the history concerning 
Christ, and ascribe to Him, that He has merited for us that a habit be given, 
or as they say prima gratia, which they understand as a habit, inclining us the 
more readily to love God. . . They imagine that the will can love God ; but 
nevertheless this habit stimulates it to do the same the more cheerfully,’’ 
p. 111, § 41. ‘They err who imagine that he had merited only a prima gratia, 
and that afterward we please God and merit eternal life by our fulfilling of the 
law.” 


XX. Ver. 10. of¢ mpoeroipacev 6 Oedc. 


‘God, before we were created in Christ, made ready for us, prearranged, pre- 
pared a sphere of moral action, or a road, with the intent that we should walk in 
it, and not leave it ; this sphere, this road was épya dya0a” (Ellicott). ‘Though 
in such works there be no merit, yet faith shows its genuineness by them. In 
direct antagonism to the Pauline theology is the strange remark of Whitby, 
‘that these works of righteousness God hath prepared us to walk in are con- 
ditions requisite to make faith saving.’ . . . Works cannot impart any elements 
to faith, as they are not of the same nature with it. The saving power of faith 
consists in its acceptance and continued possession of God’s salvation [i.e., 
Christ’s merit.—Ed.]. Works only prove that the faith we have is a saving faith’ 
(Eadie). ‘The Holy Ghost in the Ten Commandments shows the regenerate in 
what good works ‘God hath before ordained that they should walk’” (Form. 
of Concord, p. 597). ‘The source of all good works, the apostle says, is the 
new birth’’ (Ib.). 


XXI. Ver. 11. 6:6, 


Stier makes the ground of the 6:6 extend still further back, and the point to 
lie especially ‘‘in the miserable condition from which they have now been de- 
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livered.”’ Ellicott’s suggestion that it refers “ to the declaratory portion of the 
foregoing paragraph, vv, 1-7 (vy. 7-10 being an argumentative and explana- 
tory addition),” harmonizes with this. Essentially the same, Eadie and Braune. 


XXII. Ver. 11, i706 rie Aeyowévne mepitouac. 


‘The circumcision made with hands in the flesh is designated as a Aeyouévn, 
i.e., aS something not real ; it is even a katarouy (Phil. iii. 3), a mutilation 
without a purpose. Circumcision has not lost any significance in itself, since it 
has been fulfilled in a typical sense’ (Weiss’ Bibl. Theol. of N. T., IT. 118). 


XXIII. Ver. 12. ywpi¢ Xpiorov. 


Harless, followed by Ellicott, makes the succeeding clauses explanatory of 
what is contained in these words. Grotius, de Wette, and Eadie interpret it 
as ‘* without the promise of Christ.’’ Calovius: ‘‘ Destitute of faith in Christ, 
and without His saving knowledge.” The true interpretation includes this, 
but comprehends still more. For it is the absence also of that personal com- 
munion of man with Christ which is designated as the mystical union, Gal. ii, 
20 ; John xv. 5: Eph. iii. 17. 


XXIV. Ver. 15. ryv éyOpav. 


The context points to the enmity of man towards God which lies back of 
this enmity of Jew and Gentile, to which primary reference is here made 
(Braune, Eadie). Ellicott co-ordinates the two ideas. Alford interprets it as en- 
mity to God. Calovius and Harless regard ‘‘hatred” as standing for ‘‘ cause of 
hatred,” pointing to the ceremonial law in the rév véuov tov évtoAdv. See Eadie 
for examples from the classics (Tacitus V. 4, 5; Horace, Satires, I. ix. 70; 
Juvenal), illustrating the hatred of Gentiles to Jews ; also ‘“‘Judaism at Rome’’ 
by Huidekoper, § 3, New York, 1880. 


XXV. Ver. 15. iva rove dvéd krion «.7.A. 


Martensen makes a striking application of this passage to the relation of the 
individual to the Church (Chr. Ethics, I. 213) : ‘‘ They” (i.e,, Christians) ‘‘ are 
all one, because only in their totality are they the new man. That is to say, 
that the new man is not perfectly realized in any single one of them, and with- 
out unity each of them is merely a fragment, reflecting only a single ray of 
Christ’s image ; for only the entire church can mirror Christ’s kingdom.” 


XXVI. Ver. 19. mdpotkos. 


The Greek metic was ‘‘at Athens a resident alien who paid a certain tax 
but enjoyed no civic rights’’ (Liddell and Scott). He was intermediate between 
the ¢évo¢ and the doréc. In Sophocles, Antigone, 852, it is applied to one whose 
home is neither among the living nor the dead. The best illustration of the 
condition of metics will be found in the oration of Lysias (who was himself a 
metic) against Eratosthenes. Cf. Grote’s History of Greece, chapter lxv. 
Cremer defines the N. T. rdpocxoc, ‘one who dwells in a place without the 
rights of a home.” 


26 
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XXVII. Ver. 20, émi r@ Oeperiv. 


Schmidt in the revised Meyer dissents, as also do Braune, Alford, and 
Ellicott. The dative denotes a more absolute and more closely fitting relation, 
and its use instead of the genitive is not accidental. 


XXVIII. Ver. 20. tév aroordAuv Kai mpoontor. 


To these arguments, Eadie adds the following : ‘‘In writing to persons who 
had been Gentiles, whose faith in Christ rested not in old predictions realized 
in Him, but on apostolic proclamation of His obedience and death—a reference 
to the seers of the Hebrew nation would not have been very intelligible and 
appropriate. To Jews with whom the apostle had ‘reasoned out of the Script- 
ure,’ and whom he had thus convinced that Jesus was the Christ, the refer- 
ence would have been natural and stirring ; but not so in an address to the 
Gentile portion of the church, situated in the city of Diena.” 


4 Ba. 
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CHAPTER III. 


Ver. 3. éyvepio8n] Elz. Matth. Reiche have éyvépice, in opposition to decisive 
testimony. A more precisely defining gloss, — Ver. 5. Before érépaic Elz. has, 
likewise against decisive testimony, év, which was attached on account of the 
double dative. — Ver. 6. avtov] after érayy. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., upon 
preponderating evidence, to be deleted. — Ver. 7. éyevéunv] Lachm. Tisch. 
[Treg.] Rick. [West. and Hort] read éyev7Onv, after A BD* FG 8. With this 
preponderant attestation the more to be preferred, in proportion to the ease 
with which the more current form might involuntarily creep in. — r7v dofeioar] 
Lachm. [Tisch. Treg. West. and Hort] and Riick.: ric dofeionc, approved also 
by Griesb. Attested, it is true, by ABC D* FG 8, min. Copt. Vulg. It. Latin 
Fathers ; but how readily would the genitive present itself to the mechanical 
copyist after ver, 2! comp. ver. 8. — Ver. 8. év roic.] A BC §&, min. Copt. have 
merely toic¢. So Lachm. [Tisch. Treg. West. and Hort] and Rickert. Strongly 
enough attested ; specially as the parallel in subject-matter, Gal. i. 16, offered 
év as an addition. — The neuter 7d rAovroc is also here and at ver. 16 prepon- 
derantly attested. — Ver. 9. avrac] suspected by Beza, placed within brackets 
by Lachm. But it is wanting only in A 8, two min. Cyr. Hilar. Jer. Aug. The 
omission, at any rate.too feebly attested, may have been accidental, or even 
after év roi¢ éOveowy intentional. — oixovoyia] Elz. has kovvovia, in opposition to 
almost all the witnesses. An interpretation. — After «ricavt: Elz. has dud “Ijoow 
Xpiotod, which is defended, it is true, by Rinck (in whose view Marcion had 
deleted it) and by Reiche (who holds it to have been omitted by the orthodow), 
but is condemned by the decisive counter-testimony as an exegetico-dogmatic 
addition. — Ver. 12. r9v rappnotav k. tiv xpooaywynv] The second r7v is wanting 
in A B &8* 17, 80, Lachm. [Tisch. Treg. West. and Hort] Riick.; but its super- 
fluousness occasioned the omission. F G have r7v rpocaywyiy ele THY Tappyoiay, 
a change produced by the absolute r7v mpooay. — Ver. 14. tot Kvpiov nuav ’Incov 
X. is wanting in ABC §8 17, 67** Copt. Aeth. Erp. Vulg. ms. and important 
Fathers. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Riick. Harless. An addition to rarépa 
readily offering itself, although defended by Reiche (on insufficient internal 
grounds). — Ver. 16. d¢7] ABC FG 8, 37, 39, 116, and several Fathers have 
6g. So Lachm, [West. and Hort] and Riick. With this important attestation 
dw is here the more to be preferred, as dn offered itself to the copyists from i. 
17. — Ver. 18. Bdbo¢ x. boc] Lachm. [West. and Hort] reads toc x. Baboc, on 
considerable but not decisive evidence. But the sequence of thought, ‘‘ height 
and depth,” was more familiar. Comp. Rom. viii. 39. — Ver. 21. év rj éxxanoia 
év Xpiot@ ‘Inoov] So D** KL, min. Syr. utr. Goth, Chrys. and other Greeks. 
But ABC & 73, 80, 213, Copt. Arm. Slav. ms. Vulg. Jer. Pel. have év r. éxxa. 
xa, év X. ’I. (so Lachm. [West. and Hort] and Riick.). D* F G, It. Ambrosiast. 
have éy X. ’I. kal 77 éxxA. Only 46 and Oros. have év X. ’I. merely, without év rH 
éxkA., evidence which is far too weak to justify suspicion of év r7 éxxA. (in oppo- 
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sition to Koppe and Riick.). The «ai, although strongly attested, is an old un- 
suitable connective addition ; and the placing of éy r. éxxA. after év X.’I. isa 
transposition in accordance with the sense of rank. Hence, with Tisch. and 
Reiche, the Recepta is to be upheld. 


ConTEentTs.—On this account am I, Paul, the prisoner of God for the sake 
of you, the Gentiles (ver. 1). Effusion over the nature of his office as apos- 
tle of the Gentiles (vv. 2-12), which concludes with the entreaty to the 
readers not to become discouraged at the sufferings which he is enduring 
on their behalf (ver. 13). On this account he beseeches God that they 
might be inwardly strengthened in the Christian character, in order that 
they may know the whole greatness of the love of Christ, and thereby be- 
come filled with all divine gifts of grace (vv. 14-19). Doxology, vv. 20, 21. 

Ver. 1. On this account, namely, in order that ye may be built unto the 
dwelling of God by means of the Spirit (ii. 22),—on this behalf, that your 
Christian development may advance towards that goal, wm T, Paul, the fet- 
tered one of Christ Jesus for the sake of you, the Gentiles. The position of 
Paul in fetters on account of his labors as the apostle of the Gentiles * could 
only exert a beneficial influence upon the development of the Christian life 
of his churches, as edifying and elevating for them (comp. ver. 13), as, on 
the other hand, it must have redounded as a scandal to them, if he had 
withdrawn from the persecutions (Gal. vi. 12 ; 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff.; Phil. ii. 17 
f.). Hence the rotrov yép emphatically prefixed. — éy@ Iai/oc] in the con- 
sciousness of his personal authority (comp. 2 Cor. x. 1 ; Gal. v. 2; 1 Thess. 
ii. 18; Col. i. 23; Philem. 9), which the bonds could not weaken, but 
only exalt (2 Cor. xi. 23 ff). — 6 déopuoc row I. X.] The article denotes the 
bound one of Christ kar’ éfoyf#v, ‘‘ pre-eminently,” such as Paul could not 
but, in accordance with his special relation to Christ (Gal. i. 1, vi. 17), ap- 
pear to himself and others. The genitive expresses the author of the being 
bound. Comp. 2 Tim. i. 8; Philem. 9. See Winer, p. 170. Paul regards 
himself, in keeping with the consciousness of his entire dependence on Christ 
(as dovdoc Xporov), as the one whom Christ has put in chains.—As regards the 
construction, by many the simple eiui is rightly supplied after 6 décjoc Tov Xp. 
I.,7 so that 6 déoyco¢ rod X. ’I. is predicate, in connection with which some 
have neglected the article, others have rightly had regard to it.* He is, 
however, the décoyuog of Christ on behalf of the Gentiles; and this thought 
leads him in the sequel to explain himself more fully regarding his vocation 
as apostle of the Gentiles, whereupon he only briefly returns to the point 
of his imprisonment in ver. 13, after having been led away from it by the 
detailed exposition of the theme, to which he had been incited by the iép 
tov évov. Free movement of thought natural in a letter. Supplementary 
additions, such as legatione fungor, ‘‘am discharging the duties of the em- 


1“ Quia gentes Judaeis adaequabat, incidit 2 Syriac, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Eras- 
in suorum popularium odium,’’ ‘‘ Because mus, Cajetanus, Beza, Elsner, Calovius, 
he made the Gentiles equal to the Jews, he Wolf, Michaelis, Paraphr. ; Morus, Koppe, 
incurred the popular hatred of his own Rosenmiiller [Schenkel], and others. 

jnation,” Drusius. Comp. Grotius, Calovius. 3 See especially Beza. 
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bassay,”* or hoc seribo, ‘‘am writing this ” (Camerarius, and the like),? are 
not implied in the context, and are therefore erroneous. Others have re- 
garded the discourse as broken off, and have found the resumption either at 
ver. 8,° or at ver. 18,* or at ver. 14,° or only at iv. 1.° But all these hypoth- 
eses are—inasmuch as, according to the above explanation, ver. 1 in it- 
self yields with ease and linguistic correctness a complete and suitable sense 
—unnecessary complications of the discourse. Baumgarten-Crusius regards 
the discourse as entirely broken off under the pressure of the crowding 
thoughts, so that it is not at all resumed in the sequel.—After ver. 1 only 
a comma is to be placed. 

Ver. 2. Confirmation of that which has just been said, ixép tuav tov éOvar, 
by the recalling of what the readers have heard concerning his vocation. 
‘* For you, the Gentiles,” I say, upon the presupposition that, etc. This presup- 
position he expresses by elye, ¢.¢., tum certe si, ‘‘ then certainly if,” ’ it being 
implied in the connection (for of his church he could not presuppose anything 
else), not in the word itself, that he assumes this rightly. He might have 
written eizep, if at all, provided that, or eizep ye, provided namely,® but he has 
conceived the presupposition under the form at least if, if namely, and so 
denotes it. Comp. on Gal. iii. 4 and 2 Cor. v. 3 ; wherever eiye is used and 
the assumption is a certain one (as also at iv. 21), the latter is to be gath- 
ered from the connection. From whom the readers had heard the matter in 
question, their own consciousness told them, namely, from Paul himself and 
other Pauline teachers, so that eiye jxoboate x.7.2. is a reminder of his preach- 
ing among them. Hence our passage is wrongly regarded as at variance with 
the superscription pic ’Edeciovc, and as pointing to readers to whom Paul was 
not personally known ; while others, as Grotius,’ have, without any ground in 
the context, assigned to the simple daxotew the signification bene intelligere, 
‘understand well ;”’ Calvin, on the other hand, had recourse to the altogeth- 
er unnatural hypothesis : ‘‘ Credibile est, quum ageret Ephesi, ewm tacuisse de 
his rebus,” ‘‘It is credible that when he was engaged at Ephesus he was silent 
concerning these matters ;” and Béttger ” refers it to the hearing of this Hpis- 
tle read, against which the very avaywvdcxovrec that follows in ver. 3 is deci- 
sive. Estius very correctly states that eiye is not ‘‘ dubitantis, sed potius affir- 
mantis ; neque enim ignorare quod hic dicitur poterant Ephesii, gucbus P. 
ipse evang. plusquam biennio praedicaverat, ‘‘ of one doubting, but rather of 
one affirming ; for the Ephesians could not have been ignorant to whom Paul 


1 Ambrosiaster, Castalio, Calvin, Vata- Matthies, Harless, Olshausen, Bisping, 


blus. 

2 Already in early witnesses supplement- 
ary additions are met with in the text: 
mpeoBevw in D* E 10, followed by Castalio 
and Calvin ; postulo in Clar., Germ. ; Kexav- 
xnwow in 71, 219, al. 

3 Oecumenius, Grotius. 

4 Zanchius, Cramer, Holzhausen. 

5 Theodoret, Luther, Piscator, Caliztus, 
Cornelius & Lapide, Estius, Homberg, 
Schdttgen, Bengel Baumgarten, and others, 
including Flatt, Lachmann,Riickert, Winer, 


Bleek ; de Wette, characterizing this con- 
struction as ‘‘ hardly Pauline.” 

® Erasmus Schmid, Hammond, Michaelis 
in note to his translation. 

7 Klotz, ad Devar. p. 308. 

8 Xen. Mem.i. 4. 4, Anab. i. 7.9; often in 
the tragedians. 

®So also Rinck, Sendschr. der Korinth. 
p. 56, who, however, takes the correct view 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 954. 

10 Beitr. iii. p. 46 ff. 
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himself had preached the Gospel for more than two years.” ’ Paul might have 
expressed himself in the form of an assertion (jkobcate yap, or érei jKoboare), 
but the hypothetic form of expression constitutes a more delicate and sug- 
gestive way of recalling his preaching among them,’ without, however, con- 
taining an obliquam reprehensionem, ‘‘ indirect reproof,” * of which the context 
affords no trace.—r7v oixovoplav tH¢ yapitoc K.T.A.| the arrangement (see on i. 
10) which has been made regarding the grace of God given to me with reference 
to you (ric xapitoc is the objective genitive). The more precise explanation 
is then given by 6rc kara aroxdAvpw x.t.2. The yapic is here, in accordance 
with the context (r7¢ dof. por cic buac), the divine bestowal of grace that took 
place in the entrusting him with the apostolic office. Comp. on Rom, xii. 3, 
xv. 15. Others, like Pelagius, Anselm, Erasmus, Grotius, Michaelis, Rosen- 
miiller, et al., have explained oixov. +. yap. as the office of administering 
evangelic grace; but against this it may be urged that not ric dofeionc, but 
tiv dobcicavy, must have been afterwards used. This mistake is avoided by 
Wieseler, p. 446 f., where he takes it as: the office for which I have been 
qualified by the grace conferred upon me on your behalf. This office the 
readers had heard, inasmuch as they had heard the preaching of the apostle. 
But how are we to justify the expression ‘‘to hear the office,” instead of 
‘‘to hear the official preaching”? The words would merely say : if ye have 
heard of the office, etc., Gal. i. 18 ; Col. i. 4; Philem. 5. 

Ver. 3. In this more detailed specification of the oixovoyia meant in ver. 
2, Kata aroxaAvyv has the emphasis: by way of revelation, expressing the 
mode of the making known, in accordance with a well-known adverbial 
usage.‘ In substance the dv aroxadtweoc of Gal. i. 12 is not different. Ac- 
cording to the history of the conversion in Acts xxvi. (not according to 
Acts ix. and xxii.), we have here to think not merely of the disclosures 
that followed the event near Damascus (as Gal. i. 12), but also of the reve- 
lation connected with this event itself ; for the contents of what is revealed 
is here the blessing of the Gentiles, and with this comp. Acts xxvi. 17, 18, 
as also Gal. i. 16 ; hence from kara aroxdd. we may not infer a post-apostolic 
time of composition.® — éyvwpic6y] namely, on the part of God ; comp. vv. 
2, 5. —1d wvorgp.ov] see on i. 9 ; it applies here, however, not to the counsel 
of redemption in general, but to the inclusion of the Gentiles in it. It is 
not until ver. 6 that the apostle comes to express this special contents which 
is here meant. — xabéc down to the end of ver. 4, is not to be treated as a pa- 
renthesis, inasmuch as 6, ver. 5, attaches itself to the év 76 wor. r. X. im- 
mediately preceding. — kad¢ mpoéypawa év ddiyw] as I before wrote in brief, 


1De Wette dogmatically lays it down 
that the readers had no need, if the apostle 
had already exercised his apostolic calling 
among them, now first to learn from him- 
self that he had received it. But in so 
speaking he has not attended to the fact 
that the object of the jxoveare is not the re- 
ception of the apostolic vocation in general, 
but the mode of this reception (namely, 
kata amoxddvwv, ver. 8). This account of 


the manner in which he had become their 
apostle he communicated to them when he 
was with them, and of thishe reminds them 
now. 

2 As also the Attic writers, in place of 
émei ye, delicately use the hypothetic clye ; 
see Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 5. 1. 

3 Vitringa, comp. Holzhausen. 

4 Bernhardy, p. 241. 

5 Schwegler. 
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refers not to card droxddavr, but to éyrwp. wou 7d wvorhp., as is shown by ver. 
4, where Paul characterizes that which was before written as evidence of 
his knowledge of the mystery, but not as evidence of the revelation by which 
he has attained to this knowledge. Groundlessly, and at variance with the 
subsequent present dvayivéoxovrec, Calvin, Hunnius, and others have? re- 
ferred mpoéyp. to an epistle which has now been lost, in support of which view - 
the passage in Ignatius év rdoy éxvoro/? has been made use of.* It applies 
(not to i. 9, 10, as many would have it, but), as is proved by the here meant 
special contents of the pvorfpiov (ver. 6), to the section last treated 
of, concerning the Gentiles attaining unto the Messianic economy of salva- 
tion, ii. 11-22.4—éy ddlyy] 61d Bpayéov, ‘in short,” Chrysostom: é is 
instrumental.® See Acts xxvi. 28.6 The same is expressed by ovvrépwe, 


Acts xxiv. 4, summarily. Wetstein well puts it: ‘‘ pauca tantum attigi, 
cum multa dici possent,” ‘‘I have touched upon only a few things, although 


many could be said.” Following Theodoret, Beza (with hesitation), Calvin, 
Grotius, Estius, Erasmus Schmid, Koppe, and others have taken it as a 
more precise definition of the zpé : paulo ante, ‘shortly before.” But in a 
temporal sense év 6Aéy» means nothing else than in w short time (see on Acts 
XXvi. 28; Comp. Plat. Apol. p. 22 B; Dem. xxxiii. 18; Pind. Pyth. viii. 
131 : év & ddim Bpotdv 76 Teprvdv abgera, ‘‘ the delight of mortals will in- 
crease),’’ which is not suitable here ; xpd oAiyov must have been used (Acts 
v. 36, xxi. 38; 2 Cor. xii. 2, al. ; Plat. Symp. 147 B, al.)." 

Ver. 4. In accordance with which ye, while ye read it, are able to discern, 
etc. — xpdc 6 applies to that which Paul rpoéypaye, and xpéd¢ indicates the 
standard of the judging; in accordance with which.’ The inference : oix 
éypawev boa éxpav, dA boa éxdpovr voeiv, ‘*‘ He wrote not as much as was 
necessary, but as much as they were capable of understanding,” ” finds no 
justification at all in what Paul has previously written. — avay:véoxovrec] not 
attendentes, ‘‘ attending,” “ but, as always in the N. T., legentes, ‘‘ reading.” 
— Hv obveoiv ov év TO wvotnpiw Tov X.] is to be taken together, and before év 
it was not needful to repeat the article, because cvwéva: év (to have under- 
standing in a matter) was avery current expression (2 Chron. xxxiv. 12 ; 
Josh. i. 7; Dan. i. 17). Comp. 3 Esdr. i. 83: tie ovvécewe adrov év TO vouw 
kupiov. The genitive rov Xpiorov is ordinarily taken as genitivas object, ‘‘ an 


1 Although it was already rejected by 
Theodoret. 

2 See Introd. § 1. 

3 See Fabric. Cod. Apoc. I. p. 916. 

4 Comp. already Oecumenius. 

5 Yet it may also be conceived of locally, 
as Thuc. iv. 26. 2; 96. 2 (see Kriiger): in 
small space, in a concise passage. 

6 Comp. the classical 6’ oA¢ywv, Plat. Phil. 
p. 31 D, Legg. vi. p. 778 C, év Bpaxet and ev 
Bpaxéou (Dem. 592, 8). 

7 Comp. oAtyov te mpétepov, Herod. iv. 81. 

8 Wiggers (Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 433) re- 
gards as subject the Ephesians, not as 
such, but as representatives of the Gentile 
world : ‘ye Gentiles.” Arbitrarily imported, 


and entirely unnecessary. Doubtless the 
ovveots of the Ap. év TH pvornpiy rod X. must 
have been entirely beyond doubt for the 
readers in consequence of their personal 
connection with him; but thereby his 
appeal to what he has just written does not 
become inappropriate, but only the more 
forcible and effective. There lies a cer- 
tain wefwors in this reference to that which 
he has just written. 

®See Bernhardy, p. 205; Ellendt, Lex. 
Soph. I. p. 652; Winer, p. 361. 

10 Oecumenius, comp. Chrysostom ; Ben- 
gel compares ex ungue leonem, “you may 
know the lion from its claw.” 

11 Calvin. 
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objective genitive :” the mystery which has reference to Christ. But, even 
apart from Col. i. 27, the whole subsequent detailed statement as far as ver. 
12 suggests the contextually more exact view, according to which Paul 
means the pvoripiov contained in Christ. Christ Himself, His person and 
His whole work, especially His redeeming death, connecting also the Gen- 
tiles with the people of God (ver. 6), is the coneretum of the Divine mys- 
tery. — The assailants of the genuineness of the Epistle find ver. 4 incom- 
patible with the apostolic dignity,’ nay, even ‘‘self-complacent and courting 
favor.”? But here precisely the point brought into prominence, that the 
mystery had become known to him xara aroxddvp, justifies the stress laid 
upon his océveowe in the mystery, so far as he has already manifested the 
same in his Epistle. The apostle might have appealed in proof of this 
cbveowe to his working, but he might also—especially taking into account 
the change which had meanwhile occurred in the personal composition of the 
church—adduce for this purpose his writing, in doing which his very 
apostolic dignity raised him above considerations of the semblance of self- 
complacency and the like. Hardly would another, who had merely as- 
sumed the name of the apostle Paul, have put into his mouth such a self- 
display of his c#veove—which, in order not to fall out of his assumed apos- 
tolic part, he would rather have avoided. — As to civeowc, see on Col. i. 9. 
Ver. 5. Not an explanation, to what extent he was speaking of amystery :° 
for that the readers knew, and the design of bringing in a mere explanation 
would not be in keeping with the elevated solemn style of the whole verse ; 
but a triumphant outburst of the conscious exalted happiness of belonging 
to the number of those who had received the revelation of the mystery—an 
outburst, which was very naturally called forth by the sublime contents of 
the prorfpiov. — érépare yeveaic | may be either a definition of time, like the dative 
at ii. 12 (so taken wswally) ; in that case yeveaic is not periodis or temporibus, 
‘f periods” or ‘‘ times,” in general, but: in other generations (comp. on ver. 21) ; 
or it may express the simple dative relation, so that yeveaic is generationibus :* 
which to other generations was not made known, according to which toic vicie tév 
av$p. would form a characteristic epexegesis.° This was my previous view. Yet 
the former explanation, as being likewise linguistically correct, and withal 
more simple and more immediately in keeping with the contrast viv, is to be 
preferred. The éreparyev. are the generations which have preceded the viv; and 
toi¢ vioig Tév avOp. (not elsewhere occurring with Paul) has the significance, 
that it characterizes men according to their lower sphere conditioned by their 
‘fortum naturalem,” ‘‘natural origin,” ® under which they were incapable 
in themselves of understanding the pvorfpiov. Comp. Gen. xi. 5; Ps. viii. 
5, xi. 5 ; Wisd. ix. 6. That specially the 0. 7. prophets are meant by roic 
vioig Tav avOpér., as Bengel supposed,’ is wrongly inferred from roic dyioue 


1 de Wette. 307. 

2 Schwegler. ® Bengel. 

3 Riickert, Meier. 7 In quite an opposite way Jerome would 
4 Vulgate. exclude the ancient patriarchs and prophets 


5 Lobeck, ad Aj. 308; Bernhardy, p.55; from the viois ray avép.; for these were 
Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 8, pp. 272, rather sons of God/ 


CHAP. Tl., 5. 409 


arooréiowe x.T.A., Since the contrast does not lie in the persons,’ but in the 
time (érépaic yeveaic . . . viv). It is true Ezekiel often bears the name 
DIW"}3, ‘Son of man” (vii. 1, xii. 1, al.), not, however, as prophet, but as 
man ; and thereby likewise his human lowliness and dependence upon God 
are brought home to him. — dc] By this expression, which (in opposition to 
Bleek) is to be left as comparative, the disclosure made to Abraham and the 
ancient prophets of the future participation of the Gentiles in Messiah’s 
kingdom (Gal. iii. 8 ; Rom. ix. 24-26, xv. 9 ff.) remains undisputed ; for 
‘‘fuit illis hoc mysterium quasi procul et cum involucris ostensum, ‘‘ to 
them this mystery was as it were far off, and displayed under covering,” 
Beza ; hence the prophetic prediction served only as means for the making 
known of the later complete revelation of the mystery (Rom. xvi. 26). — 
viv] in the Christian period. Comp. 1 Pet. i. 12. — arexadte67] not a repe- 
tition of éyvwpicby, but the distinguishing mode in which this manifestation 
took place, is intended to be expressed : kata amoxdduuwv éyvupiofy, ver. 8. 
— toi¢ dyiow aroot. k.T.2.] is not to be divided by a comma after dyiozc,? so 
that adroor. ait. x. mpod. would be apposition or more precise definition, 
whereby the flow of the expression would be only needlessly interrupted. 
The predicate holy was already borne by the Old Testament prophets 
(2 Kings iv. 9 ; Luke i. 70 ; 2 Pet. i. 21), and this appellation at our passage 
by no means exposes the apostolic origin of the Epistle to suspicion ;? but 
it is very naturally called forth by the context, in order to distinguish the 
recipients of the revelation amidst the mass of the vioi rév avOpdruwv, in ac- 
cordance with the connection, as God’s special messengers and instruments, 
as Gylor Ocod avOpurc: (2 Pet. i. 21) ; whereupon the apostolic consciousness 
in Paul was great and decided enough not to suppress the predicate sug- 
gested by the connection,* while he is speaking of the apostles and prophets 
in general, whereas, immediately afterwards, at ver. 8, in speaking of him- 
self in particular, he gives full play to his individual deep humility. How 
can we conceive that the author should thus in one breath have fallen out 
of his assumed part at ver. 5 with roic dyiow, by a ‘‘slip,”°® and then have 
resumed it at ver. 8 with éuol r@ éAayiororépw |—avrov] not of Christ,® but of 
God, whose action is implied in éyrwpicOy and arexadtodn. — Kai rpoohrasc] 
quite as at ii. 20 —év mvetyar:] The Holy Spirit is the divine principle, 
through which the arexadtgOy took place. Comp. i. 17; 1 Cor. ii. 10 ff. 
Riickert wrongly takes it as : in an inspired state, which rvedua never means, 
but, on the contrary, even without the article is the objective Holy Spirit. 
Comp. on ii. 22. Koppe and Holzhausen connect év rvebyare (se. obov) with 
xpophrac. In this way it would be an exceedingly superfluous addition, 
since prophets, who should not be év rv., are inconceivable, whereas a rev- 


1The améatodo. and mpopArat were also 4A side-glance at the Jews, who would 
vio ray avOp., but a sacred éxAoyy, “selec- have seen a blasphemy in the apostolic 
tion,” of the same. message of the joint-heirship of the Gen- 
2 Lachmann, Bisping. tiles (Lange, Apostol. Zeitalt. I. p. 128), is 
3 de Wette derives ayros from the passage utterly remote from the connection. 
Col. i. 26 recast in post-apostolic times; 5 Baur. 
Baur : from the post-apostolic reverential 6 Bleek. 


looking back to the apostles. 2s 
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elation was conceivable even otherwise than through the Spirit (by means 
of theophany, angel, vision, ecstasy, etc.). Meier connects év mv. even 
with dyiow, so that the sense would be : in sacred enthusiasm! and Ambro- 
siaster! with the following eiva «.r.2. Baur, p. 440, knows how to explain 
év mvetuate from a Montanistic view, and thinks that it is only on account 
of the prophets that it is applied to the apostles also. 

Ver. 6. Hpexegetical infinitive, more precisely specifying the contents of 
the prorfpiov : that the Gentiles are fellow-heirs, etc. This eivac (which is 
not to be changed into should be) is objectively contained in the redeeming 
work of Christ, and the subjective appropriation takes place by the conver- 
sion of the individuals. — ovyxanpovdua] denotes the joint possession (with 
the believing Jews) of eternal Messianic bliss,—a possession now indeed 
still ideal (Rom. viii. 24), but to be really accomplished at the setting up 
of the kingdom. See oni. 11,14, v. 5; Acts xx. 32; Rom. viii. 17; Gal. 
iii. 28.—ctoowua Kat ovupéroyxa x.t.2.| That which is already sufficiently 
designated by cvyxAnp. is yet again twice expressed, once figuratively and 
the next time literally ;? in which no climax is to be found,’ but the great 
importance of the matter has led the apostle, deeply impressed by it, to ac- 
cumulated description.* ciccwua denotes belonging jointly to the body (i.e., as 
members to the Messianic community, whose head is Christ, i. 23, ii. 16). 
The word does not occur elsewhere, except in the Fathers,° and was per- 
haps formed by Paul himself. Comp. however, cvocwuarorosiv, Arist. de 
mundo, iv. 30. ocvupéroyoc, too, occurs only here and vy. 7, and besides, in 
Josephus, Bell. i. 24. 6, and the Fathers.° The érayyedia is the promise of 
the Messianic blessedness, which God has given in the O. T., comp. ii. 12. 
Fle, however, who has joint share in the promise is he to whom it jointly relates, 
in order to be jointly realized in his case ; hence 7 érayyedia is not to be 
interpreted as res promissa, ‘‘a promised matter,” which several” have re- 
ferred to the Holy Spirit (Gal. iii. 14; Heb. vi. 4; Acts ii. 39), but at 
variance with the context (cvyxAyp.). The thrice occurring cvy has the 
mpotov of the Jews (Acts iil. 26 ; Rom. 1. 16) as its presupposition.* — év 76 
XpiorH] dependent on eiva, applies to all three elements, as does also the 
following 6:4 rot ebayy. In Christ, as the Reconciler, the ovyxanpovopia k.t.A. 
of the Gentiles is objectively founded ; and through the gospel. which is 
proclaimed to them, the subjective appropriation in the way of faith is 
brought about. The annexing, with Vatablus, Koppe, and Holzhausen, év 
Tg Xptor@ to rie éxayy., is not to be approved, just because the reader, as he 
needed no more precise definition in connection with ovykanp. and cbocwua, 


1 Comp. Erasmus. 

2 Harless thinks, the one time after the an- 
alogy of persons, and the other time after the 
analogy of things. But as well in cicowua as 
in ovpyér. the relation of persons and of 
things is combined. 

3 Jerome, Pelagius, Zanchius, Schenkel. 

¢ On the accumulation of synonymous ex- 
pressions in earnest emotional discourse, 
comp. Dintzer, Aristarch. p. 41. 


5 See Suicer, 7hes. II. p. 1191. 

® Comp. cummetéxw, 2 Mace. vy. 20; Xen. 
Ana. vii. 8.17; Plat. Theaet. p. 181 C. 

7™Menochius, Grotius, Bengel; comp. 
Estius. 

® But the thought that the substantial 
contents of the gospel are identical with 
Judaism (Baur, Neutest. Theol. p. 276) is in- 
correctly imported. See,in opposition to 
it, especially ii. 15. 
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anderstood also of himself what éxayyedia was meant, and the absolute rijc 
émayy. (see the critical remarks) is more emphatic. 

Ver. 7. Avdxovoc] Comp. Col. i. 23 ; 2 Cor. iii. 6 ; also Luke i. 2. Paul 
became a servant of the gospel when he was enjoined by God through Christ 
(Gal. i. 1, 15 ff. ; Acts ix. 22, 26) to devote his activity to the proclamation 
of the gospel. The distinction from imnpérnc (Cased by Paul only at 1 Cor. iv. 
1) is not, as Harless supposes, that dvdxovoc denotes the servant in his activ- 
ity for the service, while imnpérnc denotes him in his activity for the Master 
(see, in opposition to this, 1 Cor. xii. 3 ; Rom. xiii. 4 ; 2 Cor. vi. 3; Col. i. 
7, iv. 6) ; but both words indicate without distinction of reference the relation 
of service, and the difference lies only in this, that the two designations, in 
accordance with their etymology, are originally borrowed from different con- 
crete relations of service (dvdx., runner ; imnp, rower; see the Lexicons, and 
on didxovoc, Buttm. Lewil. I. p. 218 ff.) ; in the usage, however, of theN. T., 
‘both words have retained merely the general notion of servant, as very fre- 
quently also with Greek writers. [See Note XXIX., p. 431.] In opposition 
to Harless it may be also urged that not only is the expression diaxoveiv revi 
t. used, but also in like manner trnpetety tivi te... The gift, which was con- 
ferred upon Paul by the divine grace, and in consequence of which he became 
a servant of the gospel, is, agreeably to the context, the apostolic office (comp. 
vy. 2, 8), not the donwm linguarum, ‘‘ gift of tongues,” ? nor yet the gift of 
the Holy Spirit.* — xara ryv évépy. tr. duu. abtov] belongs to ry dofeicdy por. 
To the efficacious action of the power of God (comp. ver. 20, and oni. 19) the 
bestowal of the gift of grace leads back the mind of the apostle, in the con- 
sciousness of what he had been before, Gal. i. 13 ff. ‘‘Haec est potentiae 
ejus efficacia, ex nihilo grande aliquid efficere,” ‘‘ This is the efficacy of his 
power, viz., to make out of nothing something grand,” Calvin. By the be- 
stowal, in fact, of that gift of the divine grace Saul had become changed 
into Paul ; hence xara trav évépy. t. duv. abtod. 

Ver. 8. The apostle now explains himself more fully on what had been said 
in ver. 7, and that entirely from the standpoint of the humility, with which, 
in the deep feeling of his personal unworthiness, he looked forth upon the 
greatness and glory of his vocation. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 9. — After ver. 7a 
full stop is to be placed, and roic éveow evayy. is the explanation of the 
vapic attn. Harless regards éuol . . . ary asa parenthetic excalamation, 
like ii. 6, and roi¢ év. evayy. as a more precise definition of what is meant 
by dwped. He finds it contrary to nature to meet in the long intercalation 
(vv. 2-18) a halting-point, and yet not a return to the main subject. But in 
opposition to the whole view of such an intercalation, see on ver. 1. And 
hardly could it occurto areader not to connect evayyeAtcacha with the imme- 
diately preceding 7 yapic airy, specially when 76 édayiororép x.7.A. points to 
the contrast of the greatness of the vocation, which very greatness is de- 
picted, and in how truly grand a style ! from roi¢ éveow forward. — On the 
forms of degree constructed from the superlative (or even the comparative, 


1 Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 46, Cyr. i. 6. 39; Soph. 2 Grotius. 
Phil. 1012. 3 Flatt, after older expositors. 
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as 3 John 4), see Sturz, ad Maitt. p. 44; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 185 f. ; 
Winer, p. 65. In the analysis the comparative sense it to be maintained (the 
least, lesser than all).—The expression of humility ravrov dyiov,' t.¢., than all 
Christians, is even far stronger than 1 Cor. xv. 9. Ov« eime rv aroordiwn, 
‘He did not say than the apostles,” Chrysostom. What was the ground of 
this self-abasement (which, indeed, Baur, p. 447, enumerates among the 
‘heightening imitations”) the reader knew, without the necessity for Paul 
writing it to him,—namely, not the consciousness of sin in general,’ in 
which respect Paul knew that he stood on the same level with any other 
(Rom. iii. 22, xi. 82 ; Gal. iii. 22), as with every believer upon an equal footing 
of redemption by the death of Christ (Gal. iii. 13, 14 ; Rom. vii. 25, vill. 2}, 
but the deeply humbling consciousness of having persecuted Christ, which, inex- 
tinguishable in him, so often accompanied his recalling of the grace of 
the apostolic office vouchsafed to him (1 Cor. xv. 9; Phil. iii. 6 ; 
comp. 1 Tim. i. 13). —roic é@vecww] Paul was apostle of the Gentiles. — 7 
aveétyy. TAovTO¢ TO Xpiorov| By this is meant the whole divine fulness of salwa- 
tion, of which Christ is the possessor and bestower, and which is of such a 
nature that the human intellect cannot explore it so as to form an adequate 
conception of it. This does not hinder the proclamation, which, on the 
contrary, is rendered possible by revelation, but imposes on the knowledge 
(1 Cor. xiii. 9-12) as on the proclamation their limits. As to aveévyv., see on 
Rom. xi. 33. 

Ver. 9. Kai @wrica mavtac] According to Harless, who is followed by 
Olshausen [Hofmann and Braune], Paul makes a transition to all men: 
‘not, however, to the Gentiles alone, but to all.” Wrongly, since Paul must 
have written xa? ravtac gwrica, as he had before prefixed roic¢ éOvecww. révtac 
applies to all Gentiles, and the progress of the discourse has regaid not to 
the persons, but to a particular main point («a/, and in particular), upon 
which Paul in his proclamation of the riches of Christ gives information tu 
all Gentiles. — gwricac] collustrare, ‘‘to lighten,” of the enlightenment of the 
mind (John i. 9), which is here to be conceived of as brought about by 
means of the preaching. Comp. Heb. vi. 4,* x. 32; Ps. exix. 180; Ecclus. 
xlv. 17. Docere, ‘‘ to teach,” * hits doubtless the real sense, but unwarrant- 
ably abandons the jigure. The possible difficulty that Christ Himself is in 
fact the light (John i. 9, xii. 35) disappears on considering that the apostles 
are mediately the enlightened ones (2 Cor. iv. 4; Matt. v. 14), the proclaim- 
ers and bearers (Acts xxvi. 18) of the divine light and its moral powers (v. 8). 
—ti¢ 4 oixovouia x.7.A.] t.€., what is the arrangement, which is made with regard 
to the mystery, etc. As to oixovouia, see on i. 10, iii. 2; the mystery is that 
indicated as to its contents in ver. 6 ; and what has been adjusted or ar- 
ranged with regard thereto (7 oikovoyia tov uvornipov) consists in the fact that 


1 The readings avdpérwv in 4 and Chrys., 
amooréAwy in Archel., and ayiwy amogréAwy 


and Semler ought not to have looked upon 
it as spurious. 


in 46, are attempts at interpretation, of 2 Harless. 

which avdpdrwyv was meant to guard against 3 And Bleek, ad loc. 

understanding the dyiwy of the angels; 4 Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, and 
ayiwv is wanting only in Marcion and 72*, others. 
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this mystery, hidden in God from the very first, was to be made known in 
the present time through the church to the heavenly powers. See what fol- 
lows. — aroxexpuu.] oeovynuévov, Rom. xvi. 25. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 7 ; Col. i. 
26. — ard trav aidver] from the world-periods, since they have begun to run 
their course, from the very beginning. The mystery, namely, was decreed 
already xpd rv aidvor, 1 Cor. ii. 7, comp. Eph. i. 4, but is conceived of as 
hidden only since the beginning of the ages, because there was no one pre- 
viously jor whom it could be hidden. The same thing with a76 rév aidvor 
here is denoted at Rom. xvi. 25 by the popular expression ypdvore aiwviore, 
“times eternal.” We may add that aré rév aiévev occurs in the N. T. only 
here and Ool. i. 26 ; elsewhere is found the expression current also in Greek 
authors, a7’ aidvoc (Luke i. 70 ; Acts iii. 21), and é« rot aidvoc (John ix. 82). 
— TO Ta radvta Kticavti] guippe qui omnia’ creavit, ‘‘ inasmuch as he created 
all things.” Herein lies—and this is the significant bearing of this more pre- 
cise designation of God—a confirmation of what has just been said, rod azoxe- 
Kpu. ard Tov aidyv. év tg Oecd. Bengel aptly observes: ‘‘rerum omnium 
creatio fundamentum est omnis reliquae oeconomiae, pro potestate Dei uni- 
versali liberrime dispensatae,” ‘‘ The creation of all things is the foundation 
of all the rest of the economy unrestrictedly regulated according to the uni- 
versal power of God.” He who has created all that exists must already have 
had implicitly contained in His creative plan the great unfolding of the 
world, which forms the contents of this mystery, so that thus the latter was 
ard tov aidvev hidden in God, Comp. on 6 roév raita yvword an’ aidvoc, 
Acts xv. 18, and as totheidea which underlies our passage also, that already 
the creative word contemplated Christ as its aim,’ Col. i. 16 ff., and the 
commentary thereon. Riickert thinks that Paul wishes to indicate how far 
it may not surprise us that He, from whom all things are derived, should 
have concealed a part of His all-embracing plan, in order to bring it to light 
only at the due time. But, apart from the fact that the creation of all 
things does not at all involve as a logical inference the concealment of a 
part of the divine plan, it was not the droxexpuu. in itself that needed a 
ground assigned for it, since in fact this predicate is necessarily implied in 
the notion of pwvorfpiov, but the aroxexp. ard Tov aldvorv. This ard tov 
aiover is the terminus a quo, which was introduced with the xriow tov ravtor. 
At variance with the context, Olshausen holds that Paul wished to call at- 
tention to the fact that the establishment of redemption itself [of which the 
apostle in fact is not speaking] is a creative act of God, which could have 
proceeded only from Him who created all things. Harless places r¢ ra 
mévra krio. in connection with iva x.r.7., ver. 10. But see on ver. 10. 


1The totality of that which exists, the 
whole world. Every limitation of this uné- 
versal meaning is unwarranted, as when 
Beza, Piscator, Flatt, and others refer it 
to mankind. *‘Unus Deus omnes populos 
condidit, sic etiam nunc omnes ad se vocat,”’ 
* Ags one God created all nations, so also 
does He now call all to Himself,’ Beza. 


Holzhausen, too, arbitrarily limits it to all 
spiritual beings, called to everlasting life; 
while Matthies mixes up also in kricavre the 
effecting of the spiritual blessedness. 

2 Hence els ‘Inycodv Xpiorév would have 
been a more correct gloss than 61a "Incod 
Xp., which the Recepta has. : 
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Remarx.—When dia "Inco Xpiorov is recognized as not genuine (see the 
critical remarks), the possibility is taken away of referring xricavr to the 
moral creation by Christ, as is done by Calvin, Zanchius, Calixtus, Grotius, 
Crell, Locke, Semler, Morus, Koppe, Usteri, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others. But even if those words were genuine, the formal and absolute xrigev, 
as well as the emphatically prefixed and unlimited ra rdvra, would justify only 
the reference to the physical creation, Gen. i. Comp. Calovius and Reiche. 


Ver. 10. “Iva] not echatic (Thomas Aquinas, Boyd, Zanchius, Estius, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Meier, Holzhausen), introduces the design, not, 
however, of 7 ra mévta xricavts, aS, in addition to those who understand 
tic. of the ethical creation, also Harless would take it.’ The latter sees in 
T@ Ta wavra Kricavte iva K.T.2. an explanation ‘‘ how the plan of redemption 
had been from all ages hidden in God ; inasmuch as it was He who created 
the world, in order to reveal in the church of Christ the manifoldness of His 
wisdom.” But the very doctrine itself, that the design of God in the crea- 
tion of the world was directed to the making known of His wisdom to the 
angels, and by means of the Christian church, has nowhere an analogy in the 
N. T. ; according to Col. i. 16, Christ (the personal Christ Himself) is the 
aim of the creation of all things, even of the angels, who are here included 
in ra ravta. But as yrupichm evidently corresponds to the aroxexpvupévor, 
and viv to the ard rév aidvor, we cannot, without arbitrary disturbance of 
the whole arrangement of this majestic passage, regard iva yrwpiobj as other 
than the design of row aroxexp. ard tov aidvav év TH OeG. This statement of 
aim stands in exact significant relation to the vocation of the apostle, ver. 
8 f., through which this very making known to the heavenly powers was 
partly effected. The less is there reason for taking ive yvup. x.t.4., with de 
Wette (on ver. 11) and Hofmann? (who are followed by Schenkel), after 
earlier expositors, as defining the aim of the preaching of Paul, ver. 8f. ; in 
which case, besides, it would be offensive that Paul should ascribe specially 
to his work in preaching as its destined aim that, in which the other 
apostles withal (comp. in particular Acts xv. 7), and the many preachers to 
the Gentiles of that time (such as Barnabas), had a share. The joining on 
to the adjectival element aroxexp. «.7.2. produces no syntactical incongruity, 
but is as much in keeping with the carrying forward of the discourse by 
way of chain in our Epistle, as in accord with the reference of so significant 
a bearing to ver. 8 f. —yvupic6@ viv] The emphasis is not upon viv,? but 
upon yropic6#, in keeping with the droxexp. : in order that it should not 
remain hidden, but should be made known, etc. —raic apyaic x. 7. éovoiasc] 
See on i. 21. The angelic powers are to recognize in the case of the Christian 
church the wisdom of God ;—what a church-glorifying design, out of 
which God kept the vorfpuov from the beginning locked up in Himself ! 
To the heavenly powers (comp. 1 Pet. i. 12), which therefore are certainly 
not thought of as abstractions, the earthly institute is to show the wisdom of 


1So also Baur refers it, p. 425, but ex- 2 Schriftbew. I. p. 361. 
plains the thus resulting aim of the creation 3 Rickert and others. 
from the doctrine of the Valentinians. 
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God ; an even, however, is quite arbitrarily inserted before raic dpy.1 The 
explanation of the diabolic powers,? which Vorstius, Bengel, Olshausen, 
Hofmann, Bleek at least understand as included, is entirely foreign to the 
context (it is otherwise at vi. 12), even though év rote éxovpaviow (comp. i.8, 
20), were not added. Throughout the whole connection the contrast of 
earth and heaven prevails. Wrongly, too, we may add, secular rulers,* 
Jewish archons,* heathen priests, and Christian chwrch-overseers,® have been 
understood as here referred to (comp. i. 21); while Koppe would embrace 
‘‘quicquid est vi, sapientia, dignitate insigne,” ‘‘ whatever is remarkable 
for force, wisdom, dignity,” and would only not exclude the angels on 
account of év roic érovp. — év roi¢ éroup. is, as always in our Epistle (see on i. 8), 
definition of place : in heaven, not : in the case of the heavenly things, which are 
to be perceived in connection with the church” and such like * [See above, 
Note II., on ch. i, 3.] It is most naturally to be combined (comp. vi. 12) with 
Talc apy. k. T. &ove., in which case it was not needful to place raic before év roic 
érovpaviow, seeing that the év roi¢ érovpav., more precisely fixing the definition 
of the notion of the dpyai and éZovcia (for even upon earth there are dpyai 
and é£ovoia), is blended into a unity of notion with those two words,’ so 
that there is no linguistic necessity for connecting, as does Matthies," év roic¢ 
éroup. with yop. —The question why Paul did not write simply rote ayyéAore 
is not to be answered, with Hofmann, to the effect, that the spirits ruling 
in the ethnic world are intended, because such a special reference of the 
general expression Tr. apy. x. tr. éZovc. must have been specified (by the addi- 
tion of réy évév, or something of that sort); but to the effect, that the 
designation of the angels on the side of their power and rank, in contradis- 
tinction to the dvd tHe éxKAyoiac, serves for the glorifying of the éxxanoia. The 
designation corresponds to the fulness and the lofty pathos by which the 
whole passage is marked. In i. 21, also, an analogous reason is found, 
namely, the glorifying of Christ. It is to be observed, in general, that the 
name ayyedoc does not occur at allin our Epistle. — dca rie éxxAnoiac| The 


heavenly—as the kingdom of God.’ In the 
heavenly kingdom the wisdom of God be- 
comes manifest by means of the church, 
and particularly to these high and mighty 


1 Grotius, Meier. 

2 Ambrosiaster, Vatablus, not Estius. 
3 Zeger, Knatchbull. 

4 Schéttgen, Locke. 


§ van Til. ones, because these ave now, in the heaven- 
6 Zorn. ly kingdom founded by Christ, brought, by 
7 Zeltner, comp. Baumgarten. means of the church, ¢o the consciousness of 
8 See in Wolf. their powerlessness.—Thus, in fact, there are, 


9 Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 195. 

10 The whole apprehension of our passage 
by Matthies is mistaken. He refers t@ 74 
mavra ktic. to all that God has either cre- 
ated in the natural reference of the term, 
or accomplished in a spiritual respect for 
the salvation of men. According to his 
view, tva applies to 76 7a. 7. Ktic.; apxat Kat 
éfovoiar are ‘“‘the high and mighty ones 
who live in the world, or even in an invis- 
ible spiritual manner play their part in the 
same;” 7a émovpavia is to be taken “‘as the 
actually subsisting aggregate of all that is 


as well in the notion of «riGevv as in that of 
apxai x. e€ova., two wholly different con- 
ceptions combined, in opposition to the 
hermeneutic principle of the unity of the 
sense ; Ta érovpdavra is arbitrarily generalized 
in a spiritualistic way, and the thought that 
the apxat cat éfovcia. are brought to the 
consciousness of their powerlessness is 
purely imported, and the more mistakenly, 
inasmuch as it is God’s co¢ia, not His 
dvvayts, of which it is here said that it is 
made manifest to the apxat cai éfous. 
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Christian church (i.e., the collective body of believers regarded as one com- 
munity, comp. 1 Cor. xii. 28, x. 32, xv. 9; Gal. i. 11 ; Phil. iii. 6 ; Col. i. 
18, 24,—hence not betraying the later Catholic notion) is, in its existence 
and its living development, as composed of Jews and Gentiles combined in 
a higher unity, the medium de facto for the divine wisdom becoming known, 
the actual voucher of the same ; because it is the actual voucher of the 
redemption which embraces all mankind and raises it above the hostile 
contrast of Judaism and heathenism,—this highest manifestation of the 
divine wisdom (Rom. xi. 82 f.). To the angels, in accordance with their 
ministering interest in the work of redemption (Matt. xviii. 10 ; Luke xv. 
7,10; 1 Cor. xi. 10; Heb. i. 14 ; 1 Pet. i. 12), the church of the redeemed 
is therefore, as it were, the mirror, by means of which the wisdom of God 
exhibits itself to them. [See Note XXX., p. 431.] — rodvroi«Aoc].1 It 
signifies much-manifold, i.e., in ahigh degree manifold, quite corresponding 
to the Latin multivarius. That it signifies very wise? has been erroneously 
assumed from Aesch. Prom. 1308, where roix:Aoc means crafty. As rodvroi- 
xiaoc, the wisdom of God manifests itself to the angels through the church, 
inasmuch as the counsel of the redemption of the world is therein pre- 
sented to them in its universal realization, and they thus behold the mani- 
fold ways and measures of God, which He had hitherto taken with reference 
to the Jews and Gentiles, all now in their connection with the institute of 
redemption,—all uniting in this as their goal. The church is thus for 
them, as regards the manifold wisdom of God, the central fact of revelation ; 
for the roAvmoukiAove ddov¢ Oeov, Which they before knew not as to their ulti- 
mate end, but only in and by themselves (and how diverse were these ways 
with the Jews and with the Gentiles !), they now see in point of fact, 
through the church (‘‘haec enim operum divinorum theatrum est,” ‘‘ for 
this is the theatre of divine works,” Bengel), as roAvroixii0c cogia. Thus 
by the appearing of the éxxAyoia as a fact in the history of salvation, the 
wisdom of the divine government of the world has been on every side 
unveiled and brought to recognition. Entirely without warrant, Baur 
assumes, p. 429, that the Gnostic copia, with its heterogeneous forms and 
conditions,? was present to the mind of the writer. 

Ver. 11. Kara rpd6eow tov aiévor] belongs neither to rodvmoix:Aoc,* nor _ 
cogia,* nor does it relate to ver. 9,° nor yet to all that precedes from ver. 3 or 
ver. 5,” but to iva yvwpiobf x.7.2., giving information important in its bearing 
on this iva : in accordance with the purpose of the world-periods, i.e., in con- 
formity with the purpose which God had during the world-periods (from 
the commencement of the ages up to to the execution of the purpose) ; for 
already pd xataBodrje xdopov it was formed, i. 3, but from the beginning of 
the world-ages it was hidden in God, ver. 9. On the genitive, comp. Jude 
6; Ps. cxlv. 18; Winer, p. 169. Others, incorrectly, take it as : the pur- 
pose concerning the different periods of the world, according to which, namely, 


1 Hur. Jph. 7. 1149; Eubul. in Athen, xy. 4 Holzhausen. 
p. 678 D; Orph. vy. 11, lx. 4. 5 Koppe, Baumgarten-Crusius. 
2 Wolf, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, § Michaelis. 


§ Comp. Iren. Haer. i. 41. 7 Flatt, comp, Zanchius, Morus. 
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God at first chose no people, then chose the Jews, and lastly called Jews 
and Gentiles to the Messianic kingdom;? for it is only the one purpose, ac- 
complished in Christ, that is spoken of. See what follows. According to 
Baur, xara rpdeow rv aiév. means : according to what God ideally proposed 
to Himself in the aeons (that is, the subjects of the divine ideas, constitut- 
ing as such the essence of God). According to the Gnostic view, this 
returns, after it has been accomplished in Christ, as the realized idea back 
into itself. — jv éroimoev év X. ’I.] applies not to codia,? but to rpdbeow, and 
means : which He has fulfilled in Christ Jesus.* Comp. rd 0¢anua roveiv (ii. 
3; Matt. xxi. 31; John vi. 38), ryv yrduqy roveiv (Acts xvii. 17). Others: 
which He has formed in Christ Jesus.‘ Linguistically admissible. Comp. 
Mark iii. 6, xv. 1; Isa. xxix. 15 ; Herod. i. 127. But the context tells in 
favor of the first-named interpretation, since what follows is the explana- 
tion assigning the ground of the purpose not as formed, but as carried into 
effect ; hence not merely év Xpior@ is said, but év Xpvor "Iyoov (comp. i. 5), 
since not the forming of that purpose, but its accomplishment, took place in 
the historically manifested Messiah, Jesus—in Him, in His personal self- 
sacrifice is the realization of that divine purpose contained. 

Ver. 12. Ev @ «.t.4.] gives the experimentally (éyouev) confirmatory proof 
for the just stated jv éroincev év X. I. See on i. 7. — rv rappyoiav| denotes 
‘not the kbertatem dicendi, ‘‘ freedom of speech,” as at vi. 19, since not mere- 
ly the apostle’s° experimental consciousness, but that of the Christian is, in 
harmony with the context, expressed by éyouev; and the limitation to 
prayer ° is entirely arbitrary. It is rather the free, joyful mood of those recon- 
ciled to God, in which they are assured of the divine grace (the opposite : 
fear of God’s wrath). Comp. Heb. iii. 6, iv. 16, x. 19, 35 ; 1 John ii. 28, 
iii. 21, iv. 17, v. 14; also Wisd. v. 1, and see Grimm in loc.; Bleek on 
Hebr. U1. 1, p.416 f. This rappyoia nar’ éE0 x4 v8, “ pre-eminently,” is de- 
noted by the article. — kai rH» mpocaywyfv] See on ii. 18. Likewise a for- 
mally consecrated notion. — év reroiOjoec] Fundamental disposition, in which 
we have, etc. For without confidence (see, as to reroif., on 2 Cor. i. 15) the 
rappyoia and the rpocaywyf are not possible. How gloriously is this reroiOjou¢ 
on the part of the apostle expressed at e.g. Rom. viii. 38 f.! — dud rH¢ riotewe 
avrov| Causa medians, ‘‘instrumental cause,” of the éyouev x.7.A. Christ is 
the objective ground on which this rests, and fwith in Christ is the subjec- 
tive means for its appropriation and continued possession, Rom, v. 1,2. In 
aitov there is implied nothing more than in éi¢ airdv (see on Rom, iil. 22 ; 
Gal. iii. 22), and what Matthies finds in it (the faith having reference to 
Him alone) is a sheer importation. 

Ver. 13. Once more reviewing the whole section concerning the great 
contents of his office as apostle of the Gentiles (vv. 2-12), he con- 


1 Schoettgen, comp. Chrysostom, Theo- others. 


phylact, Estius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Baum- 4 So Beza, Calvin, Estius, Michaelis, Mo- 

garten, Semler. rus, é¢ al., including Flatt, Riickert, Meier, 
2 Jerome, Luther, Moldenhauer. Harless, Baumgarten-Crusius; also Hof- 
2 So Castalio, Vatablus, Grotius, Zacha- mann, Schriftbew. I. p. 230. 

riae, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Holzhausen, Mat- 5 Vatablus. 

thies, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek and 6 Bengel, Holzhausen. 
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cludes it, in especial retrospective reference to the introduction there- 
of (ver, 1), with the entreaty to the readers not to become discouraged, 
etc., in order thereupon yet further to attach to ver. 14 ff. a rich out- 
pouring of intercession for them, which terminates in an enthusiastic 
doxology (ver. 20f.). According to this view, d/o has its reference not merely 
in ver. 12, but in the whole of what Paul has said, vv. 2-12, regarding his 
office, namely : On that account, because so great and blissful a task has by 
God’s grace been assigned to me in my calling, I entreat you, etc. The 
greater the office conferred by God, the less does it become those whom it 
concerns to take offence or become downcast at the sufferings and persecu- 
tions of its holder. — 7 éxxaxeiv| applies to the readers: that ye become not 
disheartened, faint-hearted and cowardly in the confession of the gospel,— 
not to Paul: that I become not disheartened, as Syriac, Theodoret, Jerome, 
Bengel, Semler, and others, including Riickert, Harless, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius [Hofm. Braune, Cremer Worterb.], take it. In opposition 
to the latter, it may be urged that the supplying of Gedy after aitovua, 
demanded in connection therewith, is in no wise indicated by the context, 
which rather in the bare airovua (comp. 2 Cor. v. 20, x. 2) conveys only the 
idea of a request to the readcrs (it is otherwise at Col. i. 9 ; Jas. i. 6). 
Further, #rv¢ égort défa tuév manifestly contains a motive for the readers, to 
fulfil that which Paul entreats. Only from rotrov ydpir, ver. 14, begins an 
intercession for the readers, that God may strengthen them.’ The jon, finally, 
after OAépeor is wholly superfluous, if Paul is imploring constancy for him- 
self ; but not, if he is beseeching the readers not to become faint-hearted, 
while he is suffering for them.—As to the form éyxaxety in Lachmann, 
Tischendorf, and Riickert, see on 2 Cor. iv. 1. — év raic OAinbect wou brép bu. | 
in the tribulations which I endure for your sake (namely, as apostle of the 
Gentiles). Comp. Paul’s own so touching comment upon this irép buév, in 
Phil. ii. 17. The év denotes the subsisting relation, in which their courage is 
not to give way. See Winer, p. 346. To this conception the explanation 
on account of? is also to be referred. irép tur is rightly attached, without 
repetition of the article, to rai¢ OAi). wov, because one may say OAiBecbar irép 
tivoc (2 Cor. i. 6 ; comp. Col. i. 24). Comp. on Gal. iv. 14. Harless con- 
nects irép tu. with airotua : I pray for your benefit. How violently opposed 
to the order of the words, and, with the right view of airotwa:, impossible ! 
—7ric éori 06Ea budv] is designed to animate to the fulfilment of the entreaty, 
so that #ri¢ introduces an explanation serving as a motive thereto,? not 
equivalent to 7, but referring what is predicated ‘‘ad ipsam rei naturam,” 
“to the very nature of the subject,” ‘* like qui quidem, quippe qui, utpote 
qui. reg may be referred either to the pj éxxaxeiv,® or to rai¢ OAibeot pov irép 
tuav (so usually). In either case the relative is attracted by the following 


1 Harless finds, with Rhenferd (in Wolf), others. 


the connection: “‘ ut prose primum, tum pro 3 Herm. ad Oed. R. 688; Ellendt, Lex. 
Fphesiis oret.” But this change of the per- Soph. II. p. 385. 

sons would have needed to be indicated by 4 Kithner, ad Xen. Mem. p. 190. 

emphatic pronouns, if it were not to be 5 Theodoret, Zanchius, Harless, Olshau- 
looked upon as imported. sen, Schenkel. 


2 Erasmus, Beza, Piscator, Estius, and 
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défa, and this not as Hebraizing,’ but asa Greek usage.’ The wswal reference 
is the right one ; the sufferings of the apostle for the readers were a glory of 
the latter, it redounded to their honor that he suffered for them,? and this 
relation could not but raise them far above the éxxaxeiv, else they would not 
have accorded with the thought brought to their consciousness by the #ric 
éorl dé6fa tuov. The referring of #ric¢ to wy éxxaxely is inconsistent with the 
correct explanation of the latter (see above) ; forif Paul had said that it 
was glorious for the readers not to grow faint, he would either have given 
expression to a very general and commonplace thought, or else to one of 
which the specific contents must first be mentally supplied (gloria spiritualis, 
‘spiritual glory”); whereas the proposition : ‘‘my tribulations are your 
glory,” isin a high degree appropriate alike to the ingenious mode of ex- 
pression, and to the apostolic sense of personal dignity, in which is im- 
plied a holy pride. Comp. Phil. ii. 17. 

Vv. 14, 15.4 Totrov ydpi] on this account, in order that ye may not become 
disheartened, ver. 18. Against the view that there is here a resumption of 
ver. 1, see on that verse. —kéurrto x.7.2.] tHv Katavevoypévnv dénow EdhAwoeD, 
“‘He indicated his entranced supplication,” Chrysostom. See on Phil. ii. 
10. ‘‘A stgnorem denotat,” ‘‘ from the sign he denotes the thing,” Calvin ; 
so that we have not, with Calovius and others, to think of an actual falling 
on his knees during the writing. Comp. Jerome, who makes reference to 
the genua mentis, ‘‘knees of the mind.” — zpéc] direction of the activity : 
before the Father. —éé ob rica rarpia x.t.2.] Instead of saying : before the 
Father of all angels and men (a designation of God which naturally suggested 
itself to him as an echo of the great thoughts, ver. 10 and ver. 6), Paul ex- 
presses himself more graphically by an ingenious paronomasia, which can- 
not be reproduced in German (rarépa . . . rartpid) : from whom every family 
in heaven and upon earth bears the name, namely, the name razpid, because God 
is rarfp of all these rarpiai. Less simple and exact, because not rendering 
justice to the purposely chosen expression employed by Paul only here, is the 
view of de Wette : ‘‘ every race, 7.¢., every class of beings which have arisen 
(?), bears the name of God as its Creator and Father, just as human races 
bear the name from their ancestor, ¢.g., the race of David from David.” — 2g 
ob] forth from whom ; origin of the name, which is derived from God as 
rathp.° — raoa ratpia] matpid, with classical writers ordinarily zdrpa, is equiv- 


opposition not only to Riickert, who finds 
it most advisable to leave the contents of 
the clause indefinite, in order not to deprive 
it of its oratorica significance, but also in 
opposition to Harless and Olshausen, who 


1 Beza, Matthies, and many. 

2 Comp. as regards the ordinary exegesis, 
according to which the number also is at- 
tracted, Dem. c. Aphod. p. 858. 81: éxer. . . 


dySénkovTa mév pvas, nv e€AaBe mpoika THs 


untpos ; and see, in general, Winer, p. 150. 

3 This assertion stands in correct connec- 
tion with his high apostolic position. That 
the apostle as décp0s tod Xprorod suffered 
for the Gentile-Christians, could only re- 
dound to the honor of the latter, inasmuch 
as they could not but appear of the higher 
value, the more he did not refuse to under- 
go afflictions for them. This we remark in 


are of opinion that the sufferings of the 
apostle could not in themselves be any 
glory for the Gentile-Christians. They are 
so on account of the dignity of the sufferer, 
and of his relation to those for whose sake he 
suffered. 

4 On ver. 15, see Reiche, Comm. Crit. 
p. 156 ff. 

5 On ovopagerdar ex, comp. Hom. Ji. x. 68: 
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alent to gens, a body belonging to a common stock, whether it be meant in 
the narrower sense of a family,’ or in the wider, national sense of a tribe 
(Acts iii. 25 ; 1 Chron. xvi. 28 ; Ps. xxii. 27; Herod. i. 200). In the latter 
sense here ; for every gens in the heavens can only apply to the various 
classes of angels (which are called ratpiai, not as though there were propaga- 
tion among them, Matt. xxii. 30, but because they have God as their Creator 
and Lord for a Father [see Weiss, Bibl. Theol. II. 106, Amer. ED.] ; as a 
suitable analogue, however, to the classes of angels, appear on earth not the 
particular families, but the nationalities. Rightly Chrysostom and his suc- 
cessors explain the word by yeveai or yévy. The Vulgate has paternitas, a 
sense indicated also by Jerome, Theodoret, and others. Theodoret says : 6c¢ 
GAnbd¢ brapye waTyp, b¢ ov Tap’ GAAov Tov’TO Aafav EyEL, GAN avTo¢ Tog aAAoIC 
petadéduxe Tovto, ‘who is truly a father, since he has this, not by receiving 
it from another, but himself communicated it to the rest.” This view (comp. 
Goth. : ‘‘all fadreinis’’) is expressed by Luther (approved in the main by 
Harless [and by Cremer, Lexicon]) : Who is the true Father over all that are 
called children, etc. But rarpid never means fathership or fatherliness (xa- 
tpérnc), and what could be the meaning of that fathership in heaven ?? 
maoa, every, shows that Paul did not think only of two rarpuai, the totality 
of the angels and the totality of men,* or of the blessed in heaven and the 
elect on earth,* but of a plurality, as well of angelic as of human zarpuai ; 
and to this extent his conception is, as regards the numerical form, though 
not as regards the zdea of rarpid, different from that of the Rabbins, accord- 
ing to which the angels® are designated as familia superior, ‘‘the higher 
family.” ° Some have even explained raca rarpid as the whole family, in which 
case likewise either the angels and men," or the blessed in heaven and Christians 
on earth,® have been thought of : but this-is on the ground of linguistic usage 
erroneous. Comp. on ii. 21. [See Note XXXI., p. 431 seq. ] — dvoudferar] 
bears the name, namely, the name rarpiad ; see above. The text does not 
yield anything else ;° and if many ” have understood the name children of 


matpodev €k yevens ovoudgwy avdpa exagtov. 
Xen. Mem. iv. 5. 12; én dé cai 7d diadréye- 
aSar Ovomacdjvat €k TOU ouVLdYTAsS KOLYA 
BovAeveodar. Soph. Oed. R. 1036. 

1To this head belongs also the Jewish- 
genealogical distinction from $vA%, accord- 
ing to which moazrpia denotes a branch of 
one of the twelve tribes (¢vAdv). See on 
Luke ii. 4. Similarly in the sense of a 
family-association often with Pindar. On 
the relation of the word to the kindred 
gpatpia, see Boeckh, ad Pind. Nem. V. L. 
iv. 47; Dissen, p. 387; Hermann, Staatsal- 
terth. § 5. 4, 10. 

2 Jerome finds it in the archangels, and 


Theodoret says: ovpaviovs marépastovs 
mvevmatiKous Kadrgct, and cites 1 Cor. 
iv. 15. 


8 Calvin, Grotius, Wetstein, Koppe, and 
others. 


4 Calovius, Wolf. 

5 With the Cabbalists, the Sephiroth. 

6 See Wetstein, p. 247 f. ; Buxtorf. Lea. 
Talm. p. 1758; Schoettgen, Horae, p. 1287 f. 

™ Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, Meier, 
Olshausen, and earlier expositors. 

8 Beza. 

® For the very reason that Paul does not 
put any defining addition to dvouagerar (in 
opposition to Reiche’s objection). Nor is 
it to be objected, with Reiche, that the 
human zatpa bears the name not from 
God, but from the human ancestor. This 
historical relation remains entirely unaffect- 
ed by the higher thought, that they are 
called warpia from the universal, heavenly 
Father. 

10 Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, 
Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, Koppe, and 
others, including Flatt and Olshausen. 
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God, thisis purely imported. Others have taken “‘ nomen pro re,” ‘the name 
for the thing” (Zanchius, Menochius, Estius, et al.), so that dvoudceoba 
would denote existere. So, too, Riickert, according to whom Paul designs 
to express the thought that God is called the Father, inasmuch as all that 
lives in heaven and upon earth has from Him existence and name (i.¢., dig- 
nity and peculiarity of nature). Contrary to linguistic usage ; esivar dvoudterar 
must at least have been used in that case instead of dvowdferar.1 Incorrectly 
also Holzhausen : dvoudfeyv means to call into existence. Reiche takes é& ob 
ovoudceras (of whom it bears the name) as the expression of the highest domin- 
ion and of the befitting reverence due, and refers raca razpid év oip. to the 
pairings of the Aeons. The former without linguistic evidence : the latter 
a hysteroproteron, 


Remark 1.—In é od . . . dvoudferas God is certainly characterized as univer- 
sal Father, as Father of all angel-classes in heaven and all peoples upon earth. Comp. 
Luther’s gloss: ‘All angels, all Christians, yea, all men, are God’s children, 
for He created them all.’’ But it is not at all meant by the apostle in the bare 
sense of creation, nor in the rationalistic conception of the all-fatherhood, when 
he says that every rarpid derives this name é« Ocov, as from its father ; but in 
the higher spiritual sense of the divine Fatherhood and the sonship of God. 
He thinks, in connection with the é& ot, of a higher ratpdfev than that of the 
mere creation. For razpiai, so termed from God as their zarjp, are not merely 
all the communities of angels, since these were indeed viol Ocov from the begin- 
ning, and have not fallen from this vidry¢ ; but also all nationalities among 
men, inasmuch as not only the Jews, but also all Gentile nations, have obtained 
part in the Christian viofecia, and the latter are ovyKAnpovoua Kai otcowua Kai 
ovuuetoxa THE Etayyediac év TH XploTd (ver. 6), If this has not yet become com- 
pletely realized, it has at any rate already been so partially, while Paul writes ; 
and in God’s counsel it stands ideally as an accomplished fact. On that account 
Paul says with reason also of every nationality upon earth, that it bears the 
name zartpid, because God is its Father. Without cause, therefore, Harless has 
taken offence at the notion of the All-fatherhood, which is here withal clearly 
though ideally expressed, and given to the passage a limitation to which the 
all-embracing mode of expression is entirely opposed: ‘‘ whose name every 
child [i.e., every true child] in heaven and upon earth bears.” Consequently, as 
though Paul had written something like: é& ob mdoa dAnO1v) ratpid K.T.A. 
With a like imported limitation Erasmus, Paraphr.: ‘‘ omnis cognatio spiritu- 
alis, qua conglutinantur sive angeli in coelis, sive fideles in terris,” ‘‘every spir- 
itual relationship, whereby either angels in heaven, or the believing on earth 
are united.” 

Remark, 2.—With the non-genuineness of rod kvpiov judv "I. X. (see the crit- 
ical remarks) falls also the possibility of referring 2é od to Christ.? But if those 
words were genuine (de Wette, among others, defends them), é od would still 
apply to God, because éé od x.7./. characterizes the fetherly relation, and iva 66 
k.T.A. applies to the Father. — Lastly, polemic references, whether in opposition 


1Comp. Isaeus, de Menecl. her, 41: Tov 2 Beza, although with hesitation, Calvin, 
marépa, of elvar avoudaodny, Plat. Pol. iv. p. Zanchius, Hammond, Cramer, Reiche, and 
428 BE: ovoudgovtai tives elvar. others. 
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to the particularism of the Jews,' or even in opposition to ‘‘scholam Simonis, qui 
plura principia velut plures Deos introducebat, ‘the school of Simon, which 
introduced a number of principles, as though a number of gods,” ? or, in oppo- 
sition to the worship of angels,* or in opposition to the Gnostic doctrine of 
Syzygies,4 are to be utterly dismissed, because arbitrary in themselves and in- 
appropriate to the character and contents of the prayer before us. 


Ver. 16. "Iva 66] (see the critical remarks) introduces the design of the 
kduntw k.T.2., and therewith the contents of the prayer. Comp. oni. 17. — 
Kata TO rhovtoc THe ObENC avTov| 7.€., in accordance with the fact that His glory 
is in so great fulness. Comp. oni. 7. It may be referred either to 06 tyiv 
or to what follows. The former is the most natural; comp. 1.17. <Ac- 
cording to His rich fulness in glory, God can and will bestow that which is 
prayed for. The défa, namely, embraces the whole glorious perfection of 
God, and can only with caprice be limited to the power® or to the grace.° — 
Svvduer KpatawOyvac| instrumental dative : with power (which is instilled) to 
be strengthened; opposite of éxxaxeiv, ver. 13. That which effects this 
strengthening is the Holy Spirit (d:a row rveipatoc airov). Comp. Rom. xy. 
18. According to Harless, it is dative of the form,’ so that the being 
strengthened in power is regarded as opposed to the being strengthened 
in knowledge, or the like. But to what end would Paul have added 
ei¢ Tov éow dvOp., if he had meant such special strengthening? The 
strengthening is to concern the whole inner man; hence the reference 
to a single faculty of the mind (Olshausen refers duvawec primarily to the 
will) has no ground in the context. Others have explained it adverbially : 
ina powerful manner.® In this way divayic would be power, which is ap- 
plied on the part of the strengthener.° But our interpretation better accords 
with the contrast of éxxaxeiv, which implies a want of power on the part of 
the readers. — sic tov gow dvOpwror] eic, not for év,” but in reference to the in- 
ner man, containing the more precise definition of the relation." The inner 
man (not to be identified with the carvdc avOpwroc) is the subject of the voic, the 
rational and moral ego,—the essence of man which is conscious of itself as 
an ethical personality,—which is in harmony with the divine will (Rom. 
vil. 16, 25) ; but in the case of the unregenerate is liable to fall under 
bondage to the power of sin in the flesh (Rom. vii. 23), and even in the 
case of the regenerate ” needs constant renewing (iv. 23 ; Rom. xii. 2) and 
strengthening by the Spirit of God, whose seat of operation it is (duvduer 


1 Chrysostom, Calvin, Zanchius, and 
others. 

2 Estius. 

3 Michaelis, 

4 Reiche. 

® Grotius, Koppe, and others. 

6 Beza, Calvin, Zachariae, and others; 
comp. Matthies, Holzhausen, Olshausen. 

7 Comp. icxveww Tots odmaor, Xen. Mem. ii. 
Cae 

6 Beza, Vater, Riickert, Matthies. See 
Bos, ed. Schaef. p. 748 ; Matthiae, p. 897. — 


* Comp. Xen. Cyr. i. 2. 2. 

10 Vulgate, Beza, and others. 

11 See Kiihner, II. § 557, note I. 

12 Tt must be decided exclusively by the 
connection on each occasion, whether (as 
here and 2 Cor. iv. 16; comp. 1 Pet. iii. 4) 
the inner man of the regenerate is intended, 
or that of the unregenerate (Rom. vii. 22). 
The man is regenerate, however (in opposi- 
tion to the evasive view in Delitzsch, Psych. 
p. 380 f.), only of water and the Spirit (Tit. 
iii. 5). 
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Kpatawbjvat did Tov rvebuartoc), in order not to be overcome by the sinful de- 
sire in the odpé, of which the yvy7, the animal soul-nature, is the living 
principle (Gal. v. 16 f. ). The opposite is 6 &w dvépwro¢ (2 Cor. iv. 16), 
7.e., the man as an outward phenomenon, constituted by the odya rie capKd¢ 
(Col. ii. 11), which, by reason of its psychical quality (1 Cor. xv. 44), is the 
seat of sin and death (Rom. vi. 6, vii. 18, 24). The inner man in and by 
itself is—by virtue of the moral nature of its voic, as the Hyo exerting the 
moral will, and assenting to the divine law-(Rom. vii. 20, 22)—directed to 
the good, yet without the renewing and strengthening by the Holy Spirit 
too weak for accomplishing, in opposition to the sinful principle in the 
odps, the good which is perceived, felt, and willed by it (Rom. vii. 15-28). 
[See Note XXXII, p. 4382.] We may add, it is all the less an ‘‘ abswrd as- 
sertion,”’’ that the conceptions 6 éow and 6 é&w dvOpwroc are derived from 
Plato’s philosophy,’ inasmuch as for the apostle also the voic in itself is the 
moral faculty of thinking and willing in man ; inasmuch, further, as the 
Platonic dichotomy of the human soul-life into rveiwa (voic) and wuy9 is 
found also in Paul (1 Thess. v. 23 ; comp. Heb. iv. 12), and inasmuch as 
the Platonic expressions had become popular (comp. also 1 Pet. iii. 4), so 
that with the apostle the Platonism of that mode of conception and expres- 
sion by no means needed to be a conscious one, or to imply an acquaintance 
with the Platonic philosophy as such. [See Note XXXIII., p. 482.] 

Ver. 17. Karo:kqoa x.t.A.] Parallel to duvayer xparawOjva, etc., which 
‘‘declarat, quale sit interioris hominis robur,” ‘‘ declares the nature of that 
strength which belongs to the inner man,” Calvin. According to Riickert, 
something different from what forms the object of the first petition is here 
prayed for, and there is a climax. In this way we should have, in the 
absence of a connecting particle, to take the infinitive, with de Wette, as 
the infinitive of the aim ; but the circumstance that with Christians the 
being strengthened by the Spirit, who is indeed the Spirit of Christ, can- 
not at all be thought of as different from the indwelling of Christ (Rom. 
viii. 9, 10; 2 Cor. xii. 9; Phil. iv. 13; Rom. xv. 17 f.), and the subse- 
quent éppif. «. teeu., Which manifestly further expresses the conception of 
the kparawlyva, decide for the former view. The explanatory element, 
however, lies in the emphatically prefixed karouxjoa : that Christ may take 
up His abode by means of faith in your hearts. In the Holy Spirit, namely, 
which is the Spirit of Christ (see on Rom. viii. 9, 10; Gal. ii. 20, iv. 6; 
2 Cor. iii. 17), Christ fulfils the promise of His spiritual presence in the 
hearts (John xiv. 23; comp. above, on ii. 17; 2 Cor. xii. 5), in which 
faith is the appropriating instrument on the part of man (hence d:a tH¢ rio- 
rewc). Where thus there isakpatacwbqvac did Tov rvebparoc, there is also 
to be found a xarocxgoae of Christ ; because the former is not possible 
without a continuous activity of Christ in the hearts. Opposed to the 
cato.xgoa: of Christ in the hearts is a transitory (rpécxacpoc) reception of the 
Holy Spirit (Gal. iii. 8). A more precise definition, by virtue of which the 


1 Harless. and Philo, in Wetstein, and Fritzsche on 
2 See the passages from Plato, Plotinus, Rom. vii. 22. 
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clause karouxjoa: «.7.2. may in reality be an explanatory clause to that which 
precedes, is thus before us, namely, in the prefixed emphatic karockjoas it- 
self. This in opposition to Harless and Olshausen, who find this more pre- 
cise definition only in the following év ay. épput. x. teOex. —On xkarocxety in 
the spiritual sense, comp. Col. i, 19, ii. 9; Jas. iv. 5; 2 Pet. iii. 13; Test. 
XIT. Patr. pp. 652, 784; and the passages in Theile, ad Jac. p. 220. 
The conception of the temple, however, is not found here ; for the temple 
would be the dwelling of God, and Christ the corner-stone, ii. 20 ff. 

Ver. 18. ’Ev aydry éppit. x. Tebeu.] is not to be separated by interpunction 
from the following iva, because it belongs to iva x.r.A.:1 in order that, rooted 
and grounded in love, ye may be able, etc. Thus the aim of the two preced- 
ing parallel infinitive clauses is expressed, and the emphatically prefixed év 
ay. éppil. x. TeOeu. is quite in keeping with the Pauline doctrine of the rior 
db’ aydrne évepyouuévn, Gal. v. 6 ; 1 Cor. xiii. Through the strengthening 
of their inner man by means of the Spirit, through the xarockjoas of Christ 
in their hearts, the readers are to become established in love, and, having 
been established in love, are able to comprehend the greatness of the love 
of Christ. How often iva and other conjunctions follow a part of the sen- 
tence which is with special emphasis prefixed, no matter whether that part 
of the sentence be subject or object (Rom. xi. 31 ; 2 Cor. ii. 4; 2 Thess. ii. 
7; Acts xix. 4; Gal. ii. 10, a/.), may be seen in Fritzsche,’ Buttmann.*® 
Comp. on Gal. ii, 10.4 é ay. éppit. x. ree. is, on the other hand, connected 
with what precedes by Chrysostom, Erasmus, Castalio, Luther, Estius, Er. 
Schmid, Michaelis, Morus, Koppe, and others, including Riickert, Mat- 
thies, Harless, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Bleek, holding 
that it attaches itself, with abnormal employment of case, predicatively to 
év taic kapd. tudv.° 'To the abnormal nominative of the construction contin- 
ued in participles there would be in itself nothing to object ;° but here the 
perfect participles are opposed to this, since they in fact would express not 
the state into which the readers are to come,” but the state in which they 
already are,* the state which is presupposed as predicate of the readers.° But 
to the desire that the readers might be strengthened, and that Christ might 
make His dwelling in their hearts, the presupposition that they were already 
év ayary éppGouévor Would stand in quite illogical relation. Present partici- 
ples would be logically necessary : ‘‘ inasmuch as ye are being confirmed in 
love,” namely, by the fact that Christ takes up His dwelling in you. 
De Wette, on the other hand, is wrong in appealing to Col. ii. 7, where, in- 


1 Comp. Lachmann. natural, inasmuch as the predicate is 


2 Ad Rom. Il, p. 541. 

3 Neut. Gr. p. 333 [E. T. 389]. 

4 This construction is here followed by 
Beza, Cajetanus, Camerarius, Heinsi.s, 
Grotius, Calixtus, Semler, Storr, Rosen- 
miiller, Flatt, Meier, Schenkel, and others, 
including Winer, § 63, 1, and Buttmann 
[E. T. 299]. Comp. already Photius in Oe- 
cumenius. 

® Harless holds that the changing of the 
construction is here, as Col. ii. 2, the more 


equally applicable to capdiats and tuey, and 
as an essential element must stand forth in- 
dependently. 

® See already Photius in Oecumenius, ad 
loc. ; Winer, p. 505, Buttmann, p. 256 [E. T. 
299]. 

7™“Tta ut in amore sitis stabiles,” ‘That 
ye may be stable in love,” Morus. 

® So also Riickert. 

* So Harless and Olshausen. 
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deed, in the case of épfufouévor the having received Christ appears as having 
already preceded. — év aydry] is, in accordance with the following figures, 
the soi in which the readers were rooted and grounded, namely, in love, the 
effect of faith, Christian brotherly love ; hence there is no reason in the rela- 
tion of faith to love’ for supplying after épput. «. tebeu., with Holzhausen 
and Harless, év Xpior@, which is not even required by the anarthrous dydry; 
for without an article (in amando, ‘‘in loving”), it has ‘‘ vim quasi verbi,” 
‘fas it were the force of a verb,” Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1.9. Such a 
supplement is, however, the more arbitrary, inasmuch as there is already a 
definition by év ; consequently the reader could not light upon the idea of 
supplying such in thought. év ay. éppit. x. tebe. is prefived with emphasis, 
because only the loving soul is in a position to recognize the love of Christ 
(comp. 1 John iv. 7ff.). Erroneously Beza says : ‘‘ charitatem intellige, gua 
diligimur a Deo,” ‘‘understand charity, whereby we are beloved of God,” ? 
and Bengel holds that the love ef Christ, ver. 19, is meant ; against which 
in the very mention of love along with faith (i. 15; 1 Cor. xiii.) the absence 
of a genitival definition is decisive. [See Note XXXIV., p. 482 seq.] — 
épprt. Kai redewer.| a twofold figurative indication of the sense: steadfast and 
enduring. Paul, in the vivacity of his imagination, conceives to himself the 
congregation of his readers as a plant (comp. Matt. xiii. 3 ff.), perhaps a 
tree (Matt. vii. 17), and at the same time as a building. Comp. Col. ii. 7 ; 
1 Cor. iii. 9. Passages from profane literature for the tropical usage of 
both words may be seen in Raphel, Herod. p. 534 ; Bos, Herc. p. 183 ; 
Wetstein, p. 248.2— é&oytonre] ye may be fully able (Kcclus. vii. 6 ; Plut. 
Mor. p. 801 E ; Strabo, xvii. p. 788). —karadraBécba| to apprehend, karavoeiv. 
Comp. Acts iv. 18, x. 34, xxv. 25 ; Josephus, Andét. viii. 6. 5, with classical 
writers in the active. Comp. on Johni. 5. Strangely at variance with the 
context (because the object is not suited thereto), Holzhausen takes it to 
mean to lay hold of, as a prize in the games (1 Cor. ix. 24; Phil. iii. 12). — 
ody raor Toic dyiowc] The highest and most precious knowledge (Phil. ii. 8) 
Paul can desire only as a common possession of all Christians ; individuals, 
for whom he wishes it, are to have it in communion with all, as the knowl- 
edge of the ground of salvation, so the attaining of the salvation itself (Acts 
xx, 82). —ri 7d wAdroc x.r.A.] Sensuous illustration (arbitrarily declared by 
de Wette to be ‘‘ hardly” in keeping with the Pauline style) of the idea : 
how great in every relation. The deeply affected mind with its poetico-imag- 
inative intuition looks upon the metaphysical magnitude asa physical, mathe- 
matical one, cwpartixoic oyjuaot, ‘‘in corporeal characters,” * extending on every 
side. Comp. Job xi. 7-9. The many modes of interpreting the several di- 
mensions in the older expositors may be seen in Cornelius & Lapide and 
Calovius. Hvery special attempt at interpretation is unpsychological, and 


_1 Calvin already aptly remarks: ‘‘ neque naces debeamus esse in caritate,”’ “ How 
enim disputat P., wbi salus nostra fundata firm and tenacious we should be in love’’). 
sit... sed quam firma et tenax debeat in 2 So also Calovius, Wolf, and others. 
nobis esse caritas,” ‘‘For Paul does not 3 Comp. the Fathers in Suicer’s Zhes. II. 
dispute as to where our love isfounded... _p. 905. 

but how firm and tenacious love in us 4 Chrysostom. 


should be” (rather; ‘‘ quam firmi et te- 
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only gives scope to that caprice which profanes by dissecting the outpour- 
ing of enthusiasm.’ Of what, however, are these dimensions predicated ? Not 
of the Christian church, as the spiritual temple of God, Rev. xxi. 16,” which 
is at variance with the context ; inasmuch as a temple is not spoken of 
either before or after (reVeuediwuévor . . . Td TAGpwpa Tov Ocov !). Not of the 
work of redemption,* because, after a new portion of the discourse is com- 
menced with ver. 14, the pvorfpiov is not again mentioned ; hence also not 
of the mystery of the cross, in connection with which marvellous allegories 
are drawn by Augustine and Estius from the jigure of the cross.* Not of 
the love of God to us ;* because previously év ayary does not apply to this 
love. Not of the ‘‘ divine gracious nature,” © which would only be correct if 
the predicates were exclusive attributes of the divine nature, so that, as a 
matter of course, the latter would suggest itself as the subject. Not of the 
wisdom of God, which de Wette quite irrelevantly introduces from Col. il. 
3; Job xi. 8. The love of Christ to men, ver. 19, is the subject," the bound- 
less greatness of which is depicted.* Instead, namely, of the apostle add- 
ing tHe aydrye tov Xpiorov immediately after toc and thus bringing to a 
close the majestic flow of his discourse, now, when he has written as far as 
boc, there first presents itself to his lively conception the—as regards sense, 
climactically parallel to the just expressed xatazaBéoba: . . . bpoc—oxymoron 
yravat tHv imepBdAdovoay tHe yvacewc; he appends this, and can now no longer 


express the love of Christ in the genitive, so that 7d mAdroc . 


1 By way of example, we subjoin some of 
these modes of explanation, ¢.g., Oecu- 
menius ; it isindicated that redemption and 
the knowledge of Christ were foreordained 
from eternity («jKos), extend to all (tAdros), 
reach even to hell in their efficacy (Bavos), 
and that Christ has ascended above the 
heavens (vos). Erasmus, Paraphr. ; ‘ alti- 
tudine ad angelos usque se proferens, pro- 
Junditate ad inferos usque penetrans, /ong- 
itudine ac latitudine ad omnes hujus mundi 
plagas sese dilatans,” ‘‘ in height reaching 
to the angels, in depth penetrating to hell, 
in length and breadth stretching itself to all 
the regions of this world.”” Grotius, ‘‘latis- 
sime se effundit in omnes homines, et in 
longum, t.€., in omnia saecula se extendit, 
et ex infima depressione hominem liberat, 
et in loca suprema evehit,’’ ‘‘ Most widely 
does it diffuse itself towards all men, and in 
its length it extends to all nations, and in its 
depth frees man from the Jowest depression, 
and elevates him to the highest places.”’ For 
other instances, see Calovius. 

2 Heinsius, Homberg, Wolf, Michaelis, 
Cramer, Koppe, and others ; Comp. Bengel. 

3 Chrysostom: 76 wvorypiov To Umép bpav 
oixovonndév, Theophylact, Oecumemius, 
Theodoret, Beza, Piscator, Zanchius, Calo- 
vius, and others, including Riickert, Meier, 
Harless, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Bleek. 
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4 According to Estius, the length applies 
to the upright beam of the cross as far as 
the cross-beam ; the breadth, to the cross- 
beam ; the height, to the portion projecting 
above the cross-beam; the depth, to the 
portion fixed in the ground. He compre- 
hends the /ength of the cross, who perceives 
that from the beginning to the end of time 
no one is justified save by the cross; the 
breadth, who reflects that the church in all 
the earth has come forth from the side of 
Christ; the height, who ponders the sub- 
limity of the glory in heaven obtained 
though Christ ; the depth, who contemplates 
the mystery of the divine election of grace, 
and is thereby led to the utterance, Rom. 
xi. 82! This as a warning instance how 
even the better exegetes, when they give 
the reins to subjectivity, may lose them- 
selves in the most absurd attempts at inter- 
pretation. 

5 Chrysostom : 70 wéyedos THs ayamns TOD 
@cod, ‘‘ the greatness of God’slove.”” Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, Erasmus, Vatablus, 
Grotius, Baumgarten, Flatt. 

6 Matthies. 

7 Castalio, Calvin, Calixtus, Zachariae, 
Morus, Storr, Rosenmiiller, Holzhausen. 

®Comp. Luther: “that nothing is so 
broad, long, deep, high, as to be beyond the 
power and help of Christ.” 
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remains without a genitive, but lays claim to its genitival definition as self- 
evident from the ayar7yv rod Xpiorov immediately following. 

Ver. 19. Tvovac] Parallel to cararaBéoda. —ré] and, denotes, in a repeti- 
tion of words of corresponding signification (karaAaBéoda . . . yvovaz), the 
harmony, the symmetrical relation of the elements in question ;! hence we 
have the less to assume a climaw in connection with yréovai re «.7.4., Since this 
must have been hinted at least by yrova: dé, or more clearly by paAAov dé Kat 
yrova, or the like. — ry brepBaaa. ri¢ yvéoewc] The oxymoron (‘‘ suavissima 
haec quasi correctio est,” ‘‘ This is a very charming correction, so to speak,” 
Bengel) lies in the fact that an adequate knowledge of the love of Christ 
transcends human capacity, but the relative knowledge of the same opens 
up in a higher degree, the more the heart is filled with the Spirit of Christ, 
and thereby is itself strengthened in loving (vv. 17, 18), which knowledge 
is not of the discwrsive kind, but that which has its basis in the consciousness 
of experience. Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly says : 1d yvévas avr? roi drokaioa 
Aéyet, Ext Tpaypudtav sixav THY yvoowy, O¢ ev Waaug TO éyvapiode poe ddov¢o Cum, 
avril Tov év arodatoe: pe tHe Conc Katéotnoac, ‘‘He says ‘to know,’ instead of 
‘to enjoy,’ speaking of knowledge in respect to things, as in the Psalm, 
‘Thou hast made known to me the ways of life,’ instead of ‘Thou hast put 
me in the enjoyment of life.’” The genitive tH¢ yvdcewc is dependent on the 
comparative brepBadAAovoay,? not upon ayaryv, from which construction the 
reading of Jerome,* aydryv tic yvdoewc, has arisen, which in any case—even 
though we should understand, with Grotius, the love (to God and one’s 
neighbor) which flows from the knowledge of Christ—yields an inappropriate 
sense, and obliterates the oxymoron. —aydarnv tov Xpiotov] genitive of the 
subject. It is the love of Christ to us (Rom. viii. 35), shown in His atoning 
death (Gal. ii. 20; Rom. v. 6f., a.). Incorrect (although still unhappily 
enough defended by Holzhausen) is the view of Luther, 1545 :* ‘‘that to 
love Christ is much better than all knowledge.” At variance with the 
words, since ry irepB. tH¢ yvdc. can only be taken adjectively ; and at vari- 
ance with the context, since love to Christ is not spoken of in the whole 
connection. Comp., on the other hand, vv. 8, 12. —iva rAnpobyre x.7.A.] Aim 
of the éso8bew xatraraBécha . . . Xpiotow : in order that ye may be filled up to 
the whole fulness of God. 1d rAgpwopa tov Oecd (comp. iv. 13, TAhpwpa Tod 
Xpcorov) is, according to the context, which speaks of the operationes gratiae, 
‘‘ operation of grace” (vv. 16-18, 20), the charismatic fulness, which is be- 
stowed by God. Hence the sense : in order that ye may be filled with divine 
gifts of grace to such extent, that the whole fulness of them (wav has the empha- 
sis) shall have passed over upon you. mAgpoua namely, the definite meaning of 
which is gathered from the context (comp. on i. 10, i. 23), has, by virtue of 
its first signification : id quo res impletur, ‘‘that with which a thing is 
filled,” often also the derived general signification of copia, tAovtoc, rAGO0c, 
because that, by which a space is made full, appears as copiously present. 


1 Hartung, Partikellehre, I. p. 105. 4Tn the earlier editions he had correctly : 
2 Hom. Ji. xxiii. 847; Plat. Gorg. p. 475 C3 the love of Christ, which yet surpasses all 
Bernhardy, p. 170. knowledge. 


3 Also A, 74, 115, AZ., Ar. p. 
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So Song of Sol. v. 12: rAnpdpmara idrov, Rom, xv. 29: rAgpopa eddoyiac 
Xpiorov, Eph. iv. 18;1 Eur. Jon. 664 : ¢iAov rAgpoya. Comp. Hesychius : 
rAhpopa' rAgboc, Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 471. Quite so the German Fitlle. 
Grotius takes it actively, thus as equivalent to rijpwouw, making full: 
‘“‘donis, guibus Deus implere solet homines,” ‘‘ the gifts wherewith God is ac- 
customed to fill men.” This is not, indeed, at variance with linguistic usage 
(see on i. 10), but less simple, inasmuch as the passive zAypwbjre most natu- 
rally makes us assume for 7A/pwua also the passive notion, namely, that of 
the experienced divine fulness of gifts. Others, retaining the signification : 
id quo res impletur, ‘‘that wherewith a thing is filled,” but not the signifi- 
cation copia, ‘‘ fulness,” derived therefrom, have assumed as the meaning : 
the perfection of God. See Chrysostom ; rAnpovoba: raong apetac jo TARpNS 
éotiv 6 Oed¢, ‘to be filled with all the virtue whereof God is full.” 
Comp. Oecumenius and others. Recently so Riickert : ‘‘in order that you 
may be continually more filled with all perfection, until you have finally at- 
tained to all the fulness of the divine perfection.” Comp. Olshausen. But 
this goal cannot possibly be thought of by Paul as one to be realized in the 
temporal life (1 Cor, xiii. 10-12), This also in opposition to Matthies, who 
understands the infinite fulness of the—in grace, truth, etc., inexhaustible 
—essence of God, which has become manifest in Christ. Harless here, too 
(but see oni. 23), will have the gracious presence of the divine dd6&a, with 
which God fills His people, to be meant ; just as Holzhausen make us think 
of the Shechinah filling the temple.? The church, however, is not according 
to the context here meant by rAf#pwua ;° and the turgid and involved analysis 
given by Schenkel in this sense is quite an arbitrary importation of meaning, * 
since ei¢ r. T. TAgp. T. O. can only state simply that the rAnpob7#va is to be a 
full one, consequently ray rd rAGpwwa must be the totality of that which is 
communicated by the rAnpwbfva. — cic] does not stand for év,° and does not 
signify either : into the very (becoming merged into), as Matthies, nor wp tow- 
ards, as Schenkel explains it, to which rAfpwua is not suitable ; but it in- 
dicates the quantitative goal of the fulfilment. ° 

Vv. 20, 21. That which is strictly speaking the prayer, the petition, is at 
an end ; but the confidence in the Almighty, who can still do far more, 
draws forth from the praying heart a right full and solemn ascription of 
praise, with the fulness of which that of Rom. xvi. 25-27 isto be compared. 
—trép ravta rovjoa] to be taken together. To be able to do beyond all, i.e., 
more than all is a popular expression of the very highest active power ; so that 
ravra is quite unlimited, and it is not, with Grotius, arbitrarily to be limited 
by quae hactenus visa sunt, ‘‘ what has hitherto been seen.” 
does not belong to dvvapyévw,’ because otherwise rovjoa: would be superflu- 


This irép rdvra 


1 Not even in John i. 16, where, rather, the 
context (ver. 14: mAypyns xapitos x.7.A.) de- 
mands the first signification : that, of which 
Christ is full. 

2 Comp. Baumgarten, Michaelis. 

3 Koppe, Stolz, and others. 

4 The world-whole (2?) fulfilling itself (2) in 
God, i.e., completing itself unto the expression 


of the highest perfection, refiecting itself in the 
church (?), in so far as there is no longer found 
in it any want, any kind of defect.”” A com- 
plication of ideas, of which the clear-headed 
rational Paul was quite incapable. 

5 Grotius, Estius, Rosenmiiller. 

6 Matthiae, p. 1348. 

7 Holzhausen. 
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ous ; nor does irép stand adverbially (2 Cor. xi. 28), as Bengel would have 
it, which could not occur to any reader on account of the ravra standing be- 
side it. There is nothing at which the action of God would have its limit ; 
He can do still more. —irepsxrepicood dv airotu. } vooiy.] a more precise 
definition to the universal and indefinite jrép rdvra, specializing and at the 
same time enhancing the notion of irép : above measure more than what we ask 
or understand. According to Riickert, dy airotu. has reference to rdvra : Paul 
namely, instead of adding Gy airoiu. immediately after rdvra, has. first for 
the strengthening of the irép introduced the additional irepexrep., and now 
must needs annex in the genitive what ought properly, as construed with 
wévra, to follow in the accusative. A course in itself quite unnecessary ; 
and if the apostle had been concerned only about a strengthening of the 
érép, and he had, in using rdyra, already had 4 airoiu. in his mind, he must 
have written after jrepexrep.: thv Tov & aitobu.; so that the sense would be: 
more than all (which we ask, etc.), exceedingly more than all, which we ask, 
etc. — irepexrrepiooot)| is, with the exception of 1 Thess. iii. 10 v. 18 (Elz.), 
codd. at Dan. ili. 22, nowhere else preserved.’ The frequent, and in part 
bold, compounds with jép used by Paul are at such places in keeping with 
the intensity of his pious feeling, which struggles after adequate expression. 
— 6», for rotrwv a, is genitive of comparison.? —7] Whether our asking or our 
apprehending be regarded, the one as the other is infinitely surpassed by God’s 
active power. ‘‘ Cogitatio latius patet quam preces ; gradatio,” ‘‘ Thought 
takes a wider range than prayers ; a gradation,” Bengel.— ry évepyouy. |] not 
passive,” * but middle. See on Gal. v. 6. — év juiv] in our minds, appeal to the 
consciousness of experience with regard to the divine power, which is at 
work in the continued enlightenment and whole Christian endowment of 
the inner man.‘ Michaelis arbitrarily refers it to the miraculous gifts, which 
in fact would be applicable only to individuals. 

Ver. 21. aiz¢] pointing back with rhetorical emphasis.°® — 7 dééa] se. ein : 
the befitting honor. Comp. Rom. xi. 36, xvi. 27; Gal. i. 5; Phil. iv. 20. 
Certainly God has the glory (i. 17), from which fact Harless explains the 
article ; but it is not of this that the doxologies speak, not of this fact being 
testified to God, but of His receiving the human praise, which to Him per- 
tains (Rev. iv. 11). Compare the conception, dotvar dégav té Os¢, Luke 
xvii. 18 ; Acts xii. 23; John ix. 24 ; Rom. iv. 20 ; Rev. iv. 9. — év rf éxka. 
év Xpior@ ’I.] not to be taken together,® against which we may decidedly 
urge, not indeed the want of the article,—since 7 éxxAnoia év XpiorG, the 
Ohristian church, might be combined as one idea in contradistinction from 
the Jewish, or any other éxxAyjoia whatever, —but the utter superfluousness 
of this distinguishing designation ; for that 7 éxxAyoia was the Christian 
church, the éxxAnjota kar ’éfoyqv, ‘‘ pre-eminently,” was self-evident. Rather is év 


1 Comp., however, vmepexreptoas, 1 Thess. 4 Chrysostom aptly remarks that this, too, 
vy. 13; Clem. Cor. I.20; Atav &k meprocod, we should neither have asked nor hoped. 
Mark vi. 51; vmeprepicoms, Mark vii. 37; 5 See Schaef. Melet. p. 84; Kiihner, II., 
bmeprepisoevo, Rom. v. 20; 2 Cor. vii. 4. p. 330. 

2 See Bernhardy, p. 139. ® Luther, Michaelis, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, 


3 Estius. Flatt, Holzhausen, Meier, Olshausen. 


430 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


rh éxxa. the outward domain in which God is to be praised, and év Xpror@ the 
spiritual sphere in which this ascription of praise is to take place ; for not 
outside of Christ, but in Christ—as the specific element of faith, in which 
the pious life-activity of the Christian moves—does he praise God. Comp. 
vv. 5, 20. Allied, but not identical (in opposition to Grotius and others), is 
the conception dca Xpiorot, Rom. i. 8, vii. 25. Both conceptions : Col. iii. 
17. —eic réoac td¢ yevedg x.t.2.] unto all generations of the world-age of world- 
ages.1_ This cumulation of the expressions is solemn. The aiay tov aiovov 
denotes the eternal world-period beginning with the Parousia, the aiov péArov, 
conceived of as the superlativwm, ‘‘ superlative,” of all world-periods,* in so 
far as it, just as the last and eternal one, transcends all other aiéve¢ since 
the beginning of the world. Comp. Dan. vii. 18; 3 Esdr. iv. 38. The 
plural expression of alévec tov aiévev (Gal. i. 5; Phil. iv. 20, al.) is not 
different as to the thing intended, but is so as to the conception ; since in 
it the Messianic period, although equally thought of (comp. also on Luke i. 
50) as the superlative of all the aidvec, is not thought of in its wnity with- 
out distinction, but as a continuous series of several periods : consequently 
not as a single totality, as in the case of 6 aiév, but according to the several 
constituent parts, which collectively form the whole of the Messianic eter- 
nity,—in short, not as the time of times, asin our passage, but as the times of 
times. [See Note XXXV., p. 483.] By cic rdoac rac yevedc x.7.2. the thought is 
expressed, that the indicated ascription of praise to God will extend to all the 
generations of the (nigh) Messianic world-period, 7.¢., that this ascription of 
praise in the church is to endure not only up to the Parousia, but then also 
ever onward from generation to generation in the Messianic aeon,—conse- 
quently to last not merely é¢ ro rapév, ‘‘ for the present,” but also é¢ 7d aidiov, 
“‘forever.”” On yeved, generation (three of which about = 100 years), comp. 
Acts xiv. 16, and the passages from the LXX. and Apocrypha in Schleusner’s 
Thes.; from Greek writers, in Wessel.* The designation of the successive 
time-spaces of the everlasting Messianic aiév by yeveai, is derived from the 
lapse of time in the pre-Messianic world-period—in which with the chang- 
ing generations one age of man ever succeeds another—by virtue of a cer- 
tain anthropological mode of regarding eternity. Of the church, however, 
it is presupposed that she herself (and so, too, will it be with her praising 
of God) endures on into the everlasting aiév, but not that she has still a very 
long temporal duration before the Parousia, according to which de Wette 
has here found a contradiction to the apostle’s expectation elsewhere of the 
nearness of the Parousia. The Parousia brings for the éxxcAyo/a not the end, 
but the consummation. Hofmann,‘ retaining xai before év Xp. ’I. (see the 
critical remarks), would have ei¢ rdoag rac yevedc x.7.4.,t0 belong only to év 
Xp. 'I., and not to év rH éxxAnoia ; for only at present and upon earth does 
the glorification of God take place in the church, but in Christ it takes place 
eternally. Incorrectly, because even the temporal glorification does not 


1“ aidves, periodi oeconomiae divinae ab Bengel. 

una quasi scena ad aliam decurrentes,” 2 Winer, p. 220. 
‘“‘neriods of the divine economy extending, 3 Ad Diod. I. 24. 

as it were, from one scene to another,” 4 Schriftbew. TI. 2, p. 127. 
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take place otherwise than é» Xpior@ "Ijoov, consequently the «ai would have 
had its logical position only after Xpor@ "Inood. If kat were genuine, it 
would not be equivalent to dé, as would need to be assumed on Hofmann’s 
view, but it would be et quidem, idque, ‘‘ and indeed,” ‘‘and that too,” how- 
ever superfluous and cumbrous such a stress laid on it might be. Accord- 
ing to Baur, p. 433, there meets us again here the Gnostic idea of the aidvec, 
in accordance with which they, ‘‘as the yeveal tod aidvoc tov aidvov, are 
the aeons in the sense, in which God Himself, as the extra-temporal unity 
of time, individualizes Himself in the aeons as the elements of self-unfold- 
ing time.” In this way one may over-urge Gnosticism. 


Norrs py American Eprror. 


XXIX. Ver. 7. didxovoc. 


“The meanings of didkovoc and drnpérne are much more nearly allied ; they do 
in fact continuously run into one another, and there are a multitude of occa- 
sions on which they might be promiscuously used ; the more official character 
of the inpétnc is the point in which the distinction between them resides,” 
Trench’s Synonyms of the N. T., Second Series, p. 57. 


XXX. Ver. 10. duc tH¢ exxAnoiac. 


Eadie develops this thought with great eloquence : ‘‘ The church teaches the 
angelic hosts. They have seen much of God’s working—many a sun lighted 
up, and many a world launched into its orbit. They have been delighted with 
the solution of many a problem and the development of many a mystery. But 
in the proclamation of the Gospel to the Gentiles, with its strange preparations ; 
various agencies and stupendous effects—involving the origination and extinc- 
tion of Judaism, the Incarnation and the Atonement, the manger and the cross, 
the spread of the Greek language and the triumph of the Roman arms, ‘ these 
principalities and powers in heavenly places’ beheld with rapture other and 
brighter phases of a wisdom which had often dazzled them by its brilliant 
and profound versatility, and surprised and entranced them by the infinite ful- 
ness of the love which prompts it, and of the power which itself directs and 
controls. The events that have transpired in the church on earth are the 
means of augmenting the information of those pure and exalted beings who 
encircle the throne of God. 1 Tim. iii. 16; 1 Pet. i, 12.’’ 


XXXI. Ver. 15. rdoa rarpid x.T.A. 


The exact meaning of this passage is, that as every clan or family bears the 
name of its ancestor (as, for example, in modern times Luther and Washington 
are the names of more remote ancestors of the individuals so well known to the 
world), so every patria is simply a perpetuation of the name of the pater 
whence it ultimately springs. Wherever the patria is found its paternity is at 
once indicated. If we find those who are members of a patria, ‘‘they lose the 
cold and official name of subjects in the familiar and endearing appellation of 
sons, and they are united to one another not dimly and unconsciously, as dif- 
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ferent products of the same divine workmanship, but they merge into one fam- 
ily—‘all they are brethren.’ Every rarpia must surely possess unbounded con- 
fidence in the benignity and protection of the zar7p, and to Him, therefore, 
the prayer of the apostle is directed” (Eadie). 


XXXII. Ver. 16. rév éow avApwrov. (1). 


The higher powers of the unregenerate man are here regarded by Meyer as 
not entirely dead with respect to spiritual things ; they are only impaired, 
directed to the good, but without the Holy Spirit too weak to effect anything. 
Cf. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. This is perfectly consistent with Meyer’s interpreta-' 
tion of chap. ii. 1, which see, and, on the other side, Note XVI., p. 398seq. To 
the student of church history the name of a serious error in the early church 
will be readily suggested. Yet Dr. Riddle is right in maintaining that Dr. 
Hodge goes too far in classifying all interpretations that insist upon a dis- 
tinction between ‘‘the inner man’’ and “the new man,’’ as semi-Pelagian. 
‘‘The inner man” is the sphere in which ‘‘the new man” is developed, ‘‘ the 
central point of the human personality” (Harless, Chr. Ethics, p. 195), *‘ not 
the pure in antithesis to the impure, but only that in the regenerate man which 
daily experiences renewal . . . In antithesis to the externality of the worldly 
life, it is the inner man upon which the grace of God lays hold, the inner man 
which daily is renewed while the outward man perishes” (Harless on Eph. iii. 
16). Hence in its application, as here, it may often by synecdoche be almost 
identical with ‘‘ the new man.’’ Elsewhere 6 éow (éowfev) dv6puroc¢ certainly 
designates the regenerate internal nature of man (2 Cor. iv. 16 ; Eph, iii. 16 ; 


’ ef. 1 Pet. iii. 4), although even there not in itself, but only in respect of the 


connection’ (Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychology, p. 446). So Ellicott, Eadie, Braune, 


XXXII. Ver. 16. tov éow arvOpwrov. (2). 


The relation of the expression to the Platonic philosophy is well indicated by 
Cremer (Lexicon, p. 104 sq.): ‘‘ This Platonic reflection, with its identification 
of the intellectual and moral nature, may be regarded as the expression, in 
Platonic form, of a presentiment of the truth, such as readily dawns on the 
human mind ; but we must not, therefore, suppose that St. Paul’s expression 
had this basis—it was the outcome rather of his own moral and religious ex- 
perience in its harmony with the words of divine revelation,”’ 


XXXIV. Ver. 18. év aydry. 


Westcott and Hort attach this clause to the preceding verse. As to Meyer’s 
interpretation ; ‘‘The absence of the article is unduly pressed, both by Meyer 
(in amando), and Harl. (subjective love, man’s love to Christ), such omissions in 
the case of abstract nouns, especially when preceded by prepositions, being 
not uncommon in the N. T., see Winer's Gr. § 19. 1, p. 109, and comp. Middle- 
ton, Gr. Art. vi. 1, p. 98 (ed. Rose).” (Ellicott). So Eadie, in almost the same 
words, who adds: ‘But the entire context proves that the love referred to is 
the grace of love. One would have expected a genitive of possession, if aydrn 
were not predicated of the persons themselves—if it were not a feeling in their 
hearts. It is a clumsy and equivocal exegesis to comprise under the term both 


NOTES. 433 


Christ’s love to us and our love to Christ. Nor can we accede to Meyer, who 
seems to restrict it to brother-love ; for if it be the grace of love which is here 
specified, then it is love to Christ and to every creature that bears His image. 

. This love is the root and foundation of Christian character, as all ad- 
vancement is connected with its existence and exercise. ‘He prayeth well 
who loveth well.’ Love is the fundamental grace.’’ Yet only as the fruit of 
faith, as the preceding verse shows. 


XXXV. Ver. 21. rov aidvoe rév aidvor. 


“The addition of the genitive strengthens the idea. It is a periphrasis for 
the superlative, Matthiae, § 430” (Cremer). ‘‘ Harless finds a difference between 
the two expressions ai@vec Tov aidvev and aldv Tév aidévwr, the former being 
rather evlensive, and conveying the idea of zdvre¢ aidvec, the latter being rather 
intensive, and more strictly in accordance with the Hebrew superlative. This is 
ingenious, but apparently of doubtful application, as in actual practice the dif- 
ference between the two expressions is hardly appreciable’ (Ellicott). ‘‘ Eter- 
nity is conceived as containing ages, just as our ‘age’ contains years ; and 
then those ages are thought of as made up, like ours, of generations. Like the 
similar expression alévec Tov aidvwr, it is used by a transfer of what we know 
in time, to express imperfectly and indeed improperly the idea of eternity”’ 
_ (Alford). 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 6. After mdow Elz. has, with min. Chrys. Theodoret, suiv ; for which 
DEFGKLand many min., also several vss. and Fathers, read 7yiv. So 
Griesb. and Scholz. But neither pronoun is present in A BO §& and seyeral 
min. vss. and Fathers. The pronouns are exegetic additions, designed to se- 
cure the reference of rdvtwr, ravtwv, Taéovv to the Christians. — Ver. 7. The ar- 
ticle of ydpi¢ is wanting in B D* F G L, Dam. min. Deleted by Lachm. 
[Treg.] But it was more easily absorbed through the preceding H than 
brought in through writing it twice ; and in its favor tell the readings 7 yapic 
attn in C** 10, 31, Cyr., and 7 ydpe¢ abrov in Aeth., in which the article is 
glossed. — Ver. 8. Before édwxe Elz. Scholz, and Tisch. have kai, which has 
against it A C** D* E FG &* 17, Copt. Slav. ant. Vulg. It. and several Latin 
Fathers, and hence is suspected by Griesb., and deleted by Lachm. [and 
Tisch.] But considerable witnesses still remain in favor of kai ; and since the 
LXX. does not have it at Ps. lxviii. 19, the omission seems to have taken place ~ 
in accordance with the LXX. — Ver. 9. After xkaré8y Elz. has xpérov, in opposi- 
tion to decisive witnesses, although defended by Reiche. A more precisely 
defining addition, as is also yépn in Elz. after catér. Less weighty authority, 
it is true, testifies against this uépy (hence it is retained not only by Reiche, 
but also by Lachm. Scholz, Riick. [Hof. Braune, West. and Hort]), but it betrays 
itself as a glossing product of the very old explanation of the descent into 
hell, in order to designate the place whither Christ descended as subterranean. 
—Ver. 15. Instead of 6 Xpioréc, A BC 8* min. Fathers have merely Xpuoréc. 
So Lachm. and Tisch. [Treg. and West. and Hort]. To be preferred, on ac- 
count of the oldest ms. attestation. — Ver. 16. épovc] A C, 14, 66 (on margin), 
Syr. Arr, Copt. Arm. Vulg. and several Fathers have péAovc, which, after Grot. 
Mill, and Bengel, is recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Riick. (not 
Lachm). An interpretation in accordance with the context. G has pérpouc, 
which likewise testifies in favor of pépovc. — Ver. 17. Aourad] is wanting with 
ABD* FG 8, min. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Vulg. It. Clem. Cyr. and Lat. Fathers. 
Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. Riick. [Tisch. Treg. West. and 
Hort]. But how naturally might it be omitted, since Paul was speaking to 
Gentiles who were now Christians, and upon a comparison with 1 Thess. iv. 5! 
— Ver. 18. écxoricuévor] Lachm. Tisch. [Treg. West. and Hort], read éoxorwpé- 
vot, following AB &, Ath. Rightly ; the current form was brought in. — Ver. 
26. The article before rapopy., deleted by Lachm. [Treg. West. and Hort.], is 
wanting in A B &*, and is more likely to have been added on account of the 
definite reference in the text, than to have been omitted. — Ver. 27. wre] All 
uncials have yzndé. On that account, even apart from the greater linguistic 
probability, rightly approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch, Scholz, 
Riick. and Harless. — Ver. 28. 1d dyafév taic yepoiv] Many variations, among 
which rai¢ idiasg yepol To dyabdv (so Lachm. [Tisch. Treg.] and Riick.) is by far 
the best attested reading (A D E F G &* min. Ar. pol. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm. 
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Vulg. It. Basil, Epiph. Naz. Jer. Aug. Pel.). The shortest readings are : merely 
TO ayafdv with Clem., and merely tai¢ yepolv with Tertull. Harless (comp. 
Mill) conjectures that the latter is the original form, and that 1 Cor. iv. 12, Gal. 
v. 10 gave occasion to glosses. But only 1 Cor. iv. 12 is here parallel, because 
Gal. vi. 10 does not speak of literal labor. There would hence be more war- 
rant for regarding the simple rd dya§év in Clement as original. But in opposi- 
tion to this, it may be urged that raic yepoiv is wanting in no other witness, 
and is in the highest degree appropriate to the connection ; whereas 70 dyafdv, 
since the mention is of manual labor, might easily appear inappropriate. The 
true reading accordingly I hold to be raic¢ yepot 76 dya0dv, which remains, if we 
delete idiacc¢ in Lachm., as an addition from 1 Cor. iv. 12. And with this agree 
also B 8** Amiat. Ambrosiast., which actually read raic¢ yepol 7d ayabdv | West. 
and. Hort : tai¢ yepoiv ro ayaldy. } —Ver. 29. ypeiac] D* E* FG, 46, Arm. in sever- 
al codd. of Vulg., codd. of It., Lat. codd. in Jer. and several Fathers : 
mtotewe. An interpretation.— Ver. 32. dé] is wanting, no doubt, in B 
and min. Clar. Germ. Clem. Dam. Oec., and is deleted by Lachm., but was 
easily dropped out through the last syllable of yiveche. Omitted, it was then 
in accordance with v. 1 made up for, in many witnesses, by odv (D* F G, lect. 
6, 14, codd. of It.). — tiv] Lachm.: juiv, after B** D E K L, min. Syr. utr. Ar. 
pol. Sahid. Arm, Chrys. in comm., Theodoret, Theophylact. But juiv appears 
an alteration in accordance with v. 2; where, no doubt, the variations tudc and 
vor are found, but in opposition to so decisive a preponderance of witnesses 
reading judc and judy, that dudc and tudv only become an evidence for the 
originality of our div. 


Contents.—The paraenetic portion of the Epistle begins with the general 
exhortation to the readers to live worthily of their vocation, whereupon, es- 
pecially, mutual loving forbearance and the preservation of Christian unity 
are brought prominently forward (vy. 1-3). Thereon follows, vv. 4-16, a 
detailed exhibition of those relations, which render the preservation of 
Christian unity a duty, namely—(q) that there is one body, one Spirit, etc., 
vv. 4-6. Further, (0) that to every individual is grace given in the measure 
in which Christ apportions His gift, vv. 7-10. And (c) that Christ has giv- 
en the different teachers, until all should have attained to unity of the faith 
and of knowledge, in order that dependence on false teaching may cease, 
and, on the other hand, the truth may be acknowledged in love, and thus 
all may grow in relation to Christ the head, from whom the whole church, 
the body, accomplishes in love its organic development to perfection, vv. 
11-16. Hereupon the discourse returns to the form of exhortation, namely, 
that they no longer walk after a Gentile manner (vv. 17-19). They had, in- 
decd, been quite otherwise taught, namely so, as it is truth in Jesus, that 
they should lay aside the old man, and, on the other hand, should be re- 
newed in their mind and should put on the new man (vv. 20-24). Lastly, 
thus grounded, there follow the special exhortations no longer to lie, but to 
speak the truth ; not to sin in anger, etc.; no longer to steal, but to work, 
etc.; to hold no bad discourse, but, etc.; not to be bitter, passionate, 
etc., but kind, compassionate, forgiving (vv. 25-82). 

Ver. 1. See on vv. 1-6, Winzer, Commentat., Lips. 1839. — rapaxaré] 
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‘Parte doctrinae absoluta venit, ut solet, ad adhortationes,” ‘‘after the doc- 
trinal portion is finished, he comes, according to his custom, to exhortations,” 
Grotius. No doubt, there presently begins again at ver. 4 a doctrinal ex- 
position as far as ver. 16, but itis subservient to the paraenesis, and is itself 
pervaded by the paraenetic element (vv. 14, 15). —ovv] deduces the exhor- 
tation from the immediately preceding iii. 21. For a walk in keeping with 
the vocation, through which one belongs to the church, is what is practical- 
ly in keeping with the praise of God in the church. The suitableness of 
this nearest reference gives it the preference over the more vague ordinary 
view, that oiy draws its inference from the whole contents of the first three 
chapters. Comp. on Rom. xii. 1.—éya 6 décpuo¢ év xup.| gives to the zapa- 
Kaae odv a touching force ‘‘ad excitandum affectum, quo sit efficacior exhor- 
tatio,” ‘‘for the purpose of exciting emotion, whereby his exhortation might 
be the more efficacious,” Estius ; comp. Calvin. Similarly Ignat. rail. 12: 
mapakaret buac Ta deoud pov, & évexev’Iyoov Xpiotov repipépw, ‘‘ my chains which 
I bear for the sake of Jesus Christ beseech you.” But all that has been 
said about exciting sympathetic feeling,’ cheering obedience,” and the like, 
is quite inappropriate, since it was just in his sufferings that Paul was 
conscious of all his dignity with holy pride (comp. iii. 13 and on Gal. vi. 
17). So here, too, in the zapaxaté, the reader was to be affected by the 
consciousness of the dignity and greatness of the martyr who utters it.2 Ac- 
cording to others, Paul wishes to present himself as an evample.* In that 
case he must at least have written : rapaxad@ obv éyo 6 déop. év kup. Kal Duac 
akiog TEepiTT. K.T.A. — év kvpia] does not belong to zapaxadd,* but to 6 déopoc, 
beside which it stands, and which alone needs its significant reference ; 
comp. ili. 1; Phil. i. 13. Paul was the prisoner in the Lord (the article as 
iii. 1), for he did not endure a captivity having its ground apart from Christ, 
—such as one suffers who for any other reason is placed in bonds,—but in 
Christ his being bound had its causal basis, just because he was bearing the 
chains for Christ’s sake ; without, however, év xupiw signifying ‘for Christ’s 
sake” (comp. on Gal. i. 24), as Chrysostom, Theophylact, and many would 
have it. Comp. rather, ovvepyéc év Xprot@, dyarnrtoc év Kkupiw, SdKipuoc ev XpioTe, 
éxAextoc év kvpiw, Rom. xvi. 3, 8, 9, 10,13, al. It gives to the déowo¢ its spe- 
cific character, by which therefore the captivity was essentially distinguished 
from any other. — év xvpiw| is annexed without an article, because it is blend- 
ed with 6 déouioc into a unity of conception. The genitive designation, iii. 
1, expresses the same thing, but otherwise conceived of. —dfiwe mepimatioa 
x.t.A.] i.e, to lead such a life-walk as is appropriate to the call to the Messi- 
anic kingdom issued to you (at your conversion), ‘ne sint tanta gratia indig- 
ni,” ‘‘ lest they be unworthy of such grace,” Calvin. Comp. Phil. i. 27 ; 


1 Koppe and older expositors. Christ’s sake more than a king does in his 
2“Ut Paulum obsequio exhilararent,”’ diadem.’’ 
“That they should delight Paul by their ‘ Harless, Olshausen ; comp. also Koppe. 
obedience,”’ Bengel. 5 Semler, Koppe with hesitation; Zan- 


’Theodoret aptly remarks: rots dua tov chius already suggested, but did not ap- 
Xprorov Seamots evaBpvverar maddAov } Bactdreds prove it. 
dvadjuartr, ‘He delights in his bonds for 
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Col. i. 10; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 2 Thess. i. 11; Matt. iii. 8; Rom. xvi. 2; Bern- 
hardy, p. 140. The future possession of the kingdom, forsooth, is destined 
only for those whose ethical frame is renewed and sanctified by the Holy 
Spirit. See vv. 21 ff., 30; Rom. viii. 4 ff., xiv. 17; Gal. v. 21 f.; 1 Cor. 
vi. 9 f., al. —7c] as at i. 6; and see on 2 Cor. i. 4. Attracted instead of 
qv. Yet Paul might have written 7, 2 Tim. i. 9; 1 Cor. vii. 20. 

Ver. 2. Merd rao. tazeivodp. x. mpaédr.] the characteristic dispositions ac- 
companying this repurarjoa ; see Winer, p. 337, and with regard to rdoye, 
oni. 8 ; it belongs to both substantives. On the subject-matter, comp. Matt. 
xi. 29; Col. ili. 12. The opposite of humility: ra bund gpoveiv, Rom. xii. 
16, xi. 20 ; 1 Tim. vi. 17 5 dokeiv eivai ri, Gal. vi. 8. On the notion of rpaér7c, 
gentleness, see Tittmann, Synon. p. 140. [See Note XXXVI., p. 483 seq.] — 
eta waxpod.| is attached by Calvin, Estius, Zeltner, Calixtus, Baumgarten, 
Michaelis, Zachariae, Riickert, Holzhausen, Harless, Olshausen, to the fol- 
lowing avexéduevor. But the very repetition of the preposition, to which 
appeal is made, most naturally points backwards, so that wera waxpol. appears 
as parallel to wera 7. tarevvodp. «x. mpaét., inasmuch, namely, as Paul makes 
the general be followed by the special, and then gives to the latter the elu- 
cidation dveyduevor x.7.A. Besides, wera paxpob., if it belonged to aveydu., 
would have an undue emphasis, since without long-suffering the avéyeo@ac 
aAAgawv would not exist at all ; Col. iii. 12 f. Bengel and Matthies, follow- 
ing Theodoret and Oecumenius, have attached the whole pera 7. tax. x. 
mpaét., peta waxpoO. to avexouevor. But in this way we lose the gradual tran- 
sition from the general agiw¢ repurar. Tr. «A. to the special aveydu. aaAgA., Which 
under our construction is very naturally brought about. —dveydu. arrqr. év 
ayarn| The reciprocal forbearance in (ethical habit) love (comp. Rom. xy. 1 ; 
Gal. vi. 2) is the practical expression of the waxpofvuia. Comp. Col. iii. 13. 
It consists in the fact that we ‘‘aliorum infirmitates aequo animo ferimus, 
nec ob ea, quae nobis in proximo displicent, ab ejus amicitia recedimus, sed 
personam constanter amamus, etsi vitéa in odio habeamus,” ‘‘bear the infir- 
mities of others with patience, and do not withdraw from his friendship 
because of those things in our neighbor that displease, but constantly love 
his person, even though we have his vices in hatred,” Calovius. The nominative 
of the participle (comp. Col. i. 10) is put kara rd vootyevov, because the logical 
subject of a&iw¢ repurar., ver. 1, is sueic.! Ignoring this familiar construction, 
Heinsius, Knatchbull, and Homberg have placed a full stop after ver. 1, and 
then supplied estote, ‘‘be ye,” to the participles—a course which would only 
be admissible if, as in Rom. xii. 9, this concise, pregnant mode of expres- 
sion were implied in the context. —év dydry] belongs to the preced- 
ing. On the thing itself, comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 4. Lachmann, Holzhausen, 
and Olshausen attach it to omovddfovrec. The reason given by Olshausen, 
that, as the jaxpod. is only a form of expression of love, év ayary could 
not belong to what precedes, would be set aside, even if it were in 
itself valid, by the correct separation of era uaxpo8. from aveydu. And dve- 
x6. GAaHa., taken alone, renders the discourse simply abrupt. How harmo- 


1 See on iii. 18; comp. on 2 Cor. i. 7, and Pflugk, ad Hur. Hec. 970. 
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nious is the structure, when both participial clauses begin with the partici- 
ple and close with the definitions attached by év, in which definitions there 
is opened up the whole ethical domain (ove and peace) to which the before- 
named special virtues belong (1 Cor. xiii.) ! 

Ver. 3. Parallel of aveydyevor x.7.4., which is characterized as respects the 
effort by which it must be upheld. — ri évéryra tov rvebpatoc| The rveiua is 
not the human spirit, so that in general animi studiorumque consensus, ‘‘ har- 
mony of mind and desires” is meant,’ but, as is shown from ver. 4, and is in 
itself clear from the exhortation to the Christian life (ver. 1), the Holy Spirit, 
instead of which we have not, with de Wette and Schenkel, to understand 
the Christian spirit of the community ; the N. T. knows not this modern 
notion, but knows only the Holy Spirit of God, as that which rules in the 
church (ii. 22), and upholds and develops its specific life, so that the latter 
has precisely in the kocwwvia tov mvebuaroc (Phil. ii. 1 ; 2 Cor. xiii. 13) its 
common source and support. Rightly already Chrysostom (76 rvevpua rode 
yéver kat tpdroic Scadopéi¢ SeotyKérac évoi, ‘‘ the Spirit unites those separated in 
race and in ways of difference’’) and his successors, Beza, Calovius, Bengel, 
and others, including Harless, Winzer, Bleek, and Ch. F. Fritzsche :° the 
unity, which the Spirit produces. Comp. Phil. i. 27; 1 Cor. xii. 13 ; John 
xvii. 21. And this unity is the édentity of faith, of love, of sentiment, of 
hope, etc., in the different subjects who are moved by the Spirit. — év ro 
suvdécpw THC Elphvyc| is attached by Lachmann to what follows, whereby the 
parallelism with the preceding participial clause is destroyed. And after the 
Jefinition by év 76 ovvdéopuw tie eip. being prefixed, several of the following 
elements of unity would not be appropriate, since even without the bond of 
peace there is one Lord, one baptism, one God and Father. — éy is ordinarily 
jaken as instrumental: through the bond of peace. In opposition to the par- 
allelism with év ayary; and through the unity of the Spirit the bond of 
peace is preserved, not the converse.? Hence : in the bond of peace, by which 
is denoted the ethical relation, in which they are to preserve the unity of the 
Spirit, namely, while peace one towards another must be the bond, which is to 
moelope them. ri¢ eiphyyc, accordingly, is genitive of apposition. Comp. cbv- 
Jeopoc evvoiac kal gzdiac, ‘‘a bond of good will and friendship,” Plut. Wwm. 
8; Acts viii. 23 ; Isa. lviii. 6. Others : ‘‘vinculum, quo paw retinetur,” ‘a 
bond whereby peace is maintained,” 4and thisis held to be love. Appeal is 
s2ade to Col. iii. 14, and to the parallel with év aydry. But, in Col. Le., 
love in fact is expressly named, and designated as cbvdecuoc rho TeAeloTyTos ; 
while justice is done to the parallel with év ayamy by our interpretation also, 


1 Ayabrosiaster, Anselm, Erasmus, Calvin, 
Piscatur, Estius, Wolf, Koppe, and many, 
includiag Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
Riickert, according to whom Paul did not 
write td vods, because he derives the unity 
of the spirit from the Divine Spirit. 

2 Nova opp. acad. p. 244. 

8’ What de Wette observes in opposition 
to this view—that the peacefulness, to 
which the readers are exhorted, is to pre- 


serve the unity of the Spirit by the fact that 
it holds all enveloped with the bond of 
peace—is not sufficient ; since this peace- 
fulness, which encircles all with the bond 
of peace, at any rate presupposes the unity 
of the Spirit. Where there is dispeace, this 
unity is already wanting. 

4 Bengel; so Theophylact, Calovius, and 
others, including Riickert, Meier, Harless, . 
Winzer. 
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and it was at any rate most natural for the reader to understand under the 
the bond of peace peace itself, conceived of as a bond. Expositors would not 
have sought for another explanation, had they not taken év as instrumental, 
in which case the difficulty obtruded itself, that the unity of the Spirit is not 
preserved by means of peace, but peace by means of the unity of the Spirit. 
That, moreover, no inference may be drawn from:ver. 3 as to divisions pre- 
vailing in the church, Bengel has already rightly observed: ‘‘etiam ubi 
nulla fissura est, monitis opus est,” ‘‘even where there is no sundrance, 
there is need of admonitions.” And particularly was such exhortation nat- 
ural for the apostle, even in the absence of special occasion, considering the 
many saddening experiences which he had met with elsewhere on this point! 

Ver. 4, on to ver. 6. Objective relations of unity, to which the non-compli- 
ance with what is demanded in ver. 3 would be contradictory,’ and which 
are consequently meant to incite towards compliance,—but without yap,’ 
which gives greater animation to the discourse. The simple éoriis to be sup- 
plied (comp. 1 Cor. x. 17); for the discourse is not hortatory, as it is taken 
to be by Pelagius, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Calvin, Camerarius, Estius, 
Zachariae, Morus, Koppe, and others, including Hofmann,* with which vy. 
5 and 6 would not be in accord ; for the same reason also the words are not 
to be attached appositionally to orovdafovrec,* but they are independent and 
purely assertive : there is one body and one Spirit. On év césua, by which the 
totality of Christians as corpus (Christi) mysticum, ‘‘Christ’s mystical body” 
is meant, comp. ii. 16 ; Rom. xii. 5 ; 1 Cor. x. 17, xii. 18; on & rvedpa, 
which is the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of that corpus mysticum, ‘‘ mystical 
body,” ii. 18 ; 1 Cor. xii. 13. The explanation : ‘‘ one body and one soul” 
(‘‘quasi diceret, nos penitus corpore et anima, non ex parte duntaxat, 
debere esse unitos,” ‘‘as though he said that we ought to be completely united 
in body and soul, and not only partially,’ Calvin), is excluded, as at vari- 
ance with the context, by the specifically Christian character of the other 
elements, and rendered impossible by the correct supplying of éoré (not esse 
debetis, ‘‘ ye ought to be”). —xafoc kat éxAGO. x.7.4.] with which unity (é» o. 
x. &v xv.) the relation also of your calling is in keeping (comp. Col. ili. 15), 
which took place by the fact that (év instrumental, see on Gal. i. 6) one 
hope (namely, that of the eternal Messianic bliss) was communicated to you ; 
for all in fact were called by God to this very Messianic owrypia (Phil. iii. 
14).— rie Kaho. iuov] genitive, asat i. 18. Bengel, we may add, aptly re- 
marks : ‘‘Spiritus est arrhabo, atque ideo cum ejus mentione conjungitur 
spes haereditatis,” ‘The spirit is the seal, and therefore together with His 
mention, is joined the hope of inheritance.” ° 

Vor, 5. Continuation. There are not several Lords, but One, who is Lord 


1 These set forth—(1) the church itself con- this entire unity—one God and Father, etc., 
stituted on the footing of unity—one body, ver. 6. Observe the threefold tripartite ar- 
one Spirit, one blessed consummation, ver. rangement. 

4; (2) means, by which the constitution of it as 2 Comp. Dissen, ad Pind. Hae. II. p. 277. 
an unity is produced and preserved—one 3 Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 128. 

Lord, one faith, one baptism, ver. 5; (8) 4 Bleek. 

the supreme ruler, disposer, and sustainer of 5 Comp. also Clem. Cor, I. 46. 
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of all believers, even Christ ; not several kinds of faith, but one faith, inas- 
much as all place their confidence upon the atoning death of Christ, on 
account of which they are justified and obtain salvation (Rom. iii. 23 ff.); 
not several kinds of baptism, but one baptism, namely, into Christ (Rom. vi. 
3; Gal. iii. 27; Acts x. 48, xix. 5). —eic xbpioc at the head ; because pia 
xioric and the év Bdrtiowa accomplished in the case of those who have be- 
come believers are consequentia, * consequences,” of ei¢ xipioc. — To make of 
xioric the doctrine of the faith,’ is at variance with linguistic usage ; comp. 
on Gal. i. 23; Rom.i. 5. [See Note XXXVIL, p. 484.] The évérne rij¢ riotew¢ 
is here represented as present, but in ver. 13 as future. Both with justice; in- 
asmuch as here the Christian faith in the narrower sense is intended, the fides 
salvifica, ‘‘ saving faith,” which in al] Christians was essentially the same, 
while at ver. 13 it is the Christian faith in the wider sense, within the com- 
pass of which there was diversity of convictions (as respects the validity of 
the law, the resurrection, veneration of angels, asceticism, partaking of 
flesh offered to idols, and other matters). — Of the Lord’s Supper, the unity 
of which might likewise appear as a suitable element in the connection (1 
Cor. x. 17), Paul does not make mention : according to Calovius, because it 
was comprehended ‘uno baptismatis sacramento ex paritatis ratione,” ‘in 
the one sacrament of baptism, because of equality;” according to Harless, 
because Paul was mentioning only the fundamental conditions of the Chris- 
tian fellowship, as they exist from the outset, at the first entrance upon it ; 
according to Olshausen, because the specific act of the Supper, the partak- 
ing (rather, the communion, 1 Cor. x. 16) of Christ, is included in ¢ic kthpzoc, 
pia rioreg ; according to de Wette, because it was less a something condi- 
tioning the unity, than something representing this unity itself.2 But, in 
opposition to Calovius and Olshausen, it may be urged that, if Paul had 
adopted the synecdochic point of view in the selection, he would not have 
needed to mention rioric, since baptism presupposes faith ; in opposition to 
Harless, that the fundamental conditions of the Christian communion which 
Paul mentions are such, not specially for the beginning of it, but for its 
whole duration ; in opposition to de Wette, finally, that the Lord’s Supper 
is, precisely as a representation of the unity, at the same time a powerful 
ethical incitement thereto, and hence would have been admirably appropriate 
in the series of points adduced. The ground of its not being mentioned is 
rather to be sought in the fact that the adducing of the Lord’s Supper 
would have disturbed the threefold triad of the elements adduced, and have 
broken through the whole rhythm of the passage. And the holy meal 
might the more easily remain unmentioned, because it was at that time not 
yet an observance subsisting by itself, but was combined with the common 
meals ; hence, doubtless, in a context, where the Lord’s Supper is spoken of, 
the ei¢ dpro¢ (1 Cor. x. 17) is brought forward as a symbol of the unity of 
Christians, but in another context the thought & deirvov kvpiov or ula rpdreta 


1 Grotius, Zachariae, and others. would not stand in the way of the varied 

? Most mistakenly of all, Schenkel holds development of arite. In that case, doubt- 
that Paul did not regard a uniform obser- less, Paul would have done well net to 
vance of the Supper as necessary, and mention daptism either. 
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xpiov—because the Supper was not something subsisting alone like baptism, 
which as the constituent element of Christian standing could not remain un- 
mentioned—did not so necessarily suggest itself. [See Note XXXVIIL., 
p. 484. ] 

Ver. 6. Observe the climactié advance in vv. 4-6: the Church, Christ, 
God ;—and at the same time the climax in the divine Triad : Spirit, Lord, 
Father. Only the dominion of the Father is the absolute one, that of the 
Son is the derived, conferred, obtained (Phil. ii. 9; 1 Cor. xv. 24 ff., iii. 
23, al.,! in which He also disposes of the Spirit (2 Cor. iii. 18).? — révrwr] 
d.e., of all believers, as those who have the viofecia (i. 5 ; Rom. viii. 15 ; Gal. 
ili. 26, iv. 5), so that God is their God and Father. Holzhausen erroneously 
(seeing that the context treats of the Christian évérnc) thinks that all men 
are intended. Not even the spiritually dead members of the church are in- 
cluded,* as results from the sequel indicated by did and év, since they have 
not the Spirit and belong not to Christ (Rom. viii. 9), but are aloof from 
connection with Him and stand outside of grace (Gal. v. 4 f.; John xv. 2, 
6), consequently have no share in the body of Christ (i. 23) and in the living 
temple of God (ii. 22 f.). —6 éxi rdvtwv «.7.2.] The relation of the Oed¢ cat 
mratnp tavtwv to the raoc in threefold manner. Comp. Rom. xi. 36, where, 
however, the prepositions define the subject, not, as here, the object. 
révrov, ravtwr, and raow are equally to be taken as masculine, because the 
preceding rdvrwyv was masculine, and because the discourse continues in ver. 7 
with é12 dé éxdorw judv, wherein the rdvrec are individualized. Wrongly, there- 
fore, many ‘* have taken the first two as neuter, while the Vulgate, Zachariae, 
Koppe, et al., give the second point alone as neuter, and Matthies, on the 
other hand, explains all three elements of the relation of God to the world 
and mankind, consequently as neuter. —éml ravtwv] érdvw rdvtov, ‘above 
all,” Chrysostom ; tv deororeiavy onuaive:, ‘‘ He indicates absolute sway,” 
Theodoret.®’ After this relation of transcendence there follows, in dé . 
mao, that of immanence. — dia révrwv] cannot, since the rdyre¢ are the 
Christians and the relation of God to what is Christian is characterized, 
apply either to the creation,® so that we should have to think of the all- 
penetrating creative power of God, or to providence;” but the charismatic 
presence of God by means of the Holy Spirit, pervading and ruling all Chris- 
tians, is meant. See also ver. 7, and comp. 1 Cor. xii. 6. The distinc- 
tion from the following év raovw lies not in the thing itself, since both ele- 
ments denote the immanent ruling of God by virtue of His Spirit, but . 
in the form of conception, since with év the relation is conceived of as 
operative indwelling, and with did as operative movement throughout all 
Christian hearts." According to Harless, the thought expressed in did révtwv 


1 Comp. Ernesti, Ursprung d. Siinde, I. p. 
194 ff. 

2 See also Gess, von der Person Christi, 
1st ed., p. 158 ff. 

3 In opposition to Mitinchmeyer. 

4Including Erasmus, Michaelis, Morus, 
Riickert, Baumgarten-Crusius. 

5 Comp. Rom, ix. 5. See Wessel, ad Di- 


odor. xiii. 14; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 474 ; 
Winer, p. 335. 

6 Hstius, Wolf, and others. 

7 Chrysostom and his successors ; Beza, 
Grotius: ‘‘per omnes diffundit providam 
suam gubernationem,” “through all He 
diffuses his provident governance.” 

®“ Deus enim Spiritu sanctificationis 
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is, that God as head works through the members. But of the conception of 
the head and the members there is absolutely nothing in the context ; 
further, though mention is made of God as Father, it is not the Father, 
but Christ, that is Head of the members ; lastly, in place of the simple a», 
which is to be mentally supplied, there would be insensibly introduced a 
wholly different supplement, namely, évepyv, or a similar verb.’ At the 
foundation of this explanation there lies, indeed, the presupposition, that 
the relation of the Trinity is expressed in the three prepositions, as Jerome, 
Thomas, and many of the older expositors would have it. Against this alto- 
gether arbitrary supposition, however, Theophylact already rightly declared 
himself.? Olshausen, too, finds here, as at Rom. xi. 36, the Trinity; holding 
that God is described in His various relations to the creature [rather to the 
Christians] as Lord over all things, as instrument by which they are (this 
being held to apply to the Son), and as the element 7m which they are. 
Thus, moreover, the prepositional relation of the last two clauses is exact- 
ly reversed, inasmuch as not dvd ravtov «.7.A. is explained, but dv? ob ravrec 
«.t.A.! According to Beyschlag,* there is expressed, at least in the form of 
hint,the threefold mode of existence of God (‘‘self-preservation, self-disclosure, 
self-communication”). But apart from the fact that such a threefold form 
of existence is not the expression of the New Testament triad, the self-com- 
munication, in fact, is implied not only in év raovv, but necessarily already 
in dia ravtwv. Lastly, Koppe is wrong in an opposite way : ‘‘Sententia 
videtur wna, tantum variis formulis synonymis (!) expressa haec: cui vos omnes 
debetis omnia,” ‘‘ The thought seems one; only this is expressed in various sy- 
nonymous formulas; viz., ‘‘ to whom you all owe all things.’”—Observe, further, 
that the great fundamental elements of unity, vv. 4-6, are matters of fact, 
historically given with Christianity itself, and as such are not affected by 
differences of doctrine ; hence without reason there have been found here 
traces of the later age, when ‘‘upon the basis of the Pauline thought a 
Catholic church was built,” of which the centralization in doctrine and 
constitution was not derived from the adherents of Paul, but was a Petrine 
thought.* The Catholic idea in our passage is just the Pauline one (1 Cor. 
xii.), cherished by Christ Himself (John xvii. 20 f.). 

Ver. 7.° Aé] forms the transition from the summary révtov, révtwr, raovv, 
ver. 6, to each individual among the Christians. No single one, however,— 
in order to adduce this also as motive to the preservation of the évér¢ tov 
mvetuatoc,—was overlooked in the endowing with grace ; on every individ- 


diffusus est per omnia ecclesiae membra,”’ brought about by means of all; and Reiche: 
“Kor by the Spirit of sanctification, God “omnibus utitur quasi instrumentis, quibus 


has been diffused through all the members 
of the Church,” Calvin. 

1This also in opposition to Winzer: 
“qui per omnes operatur, quasi unoquo- 
que utitur ad declarandam suam majesta- 
tem, ad consilia sua exsequenda,’’ ‘“‘ who 
works through all, as though He uses each 
one to declare His majesty and execute His 
counsels.”” So, in the main, de Wette 
(comp. Bengel) : it applies to the operation 


. res Christiana stabilitur, augetur, con- 
summatur,” ‘‘He uses all as instruments 
whereby Christianity is established, aug- 
mented, and consummated.”” 

2 See also Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 201. 

3 Christol. d. N. T. p. 250. 

4 Schwegler. 

© See on vy. 7-9, Hoelemann, Bibelstudien, 
IL. p, 93 ff. 
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ual was it conferred, the grace, according to the measure of the gift of Christ, 
so that each individual on liis part can and ought to contribute to the pres- 
ervation of that unity. —7 ydpic] 7.e., according to the context, the grace of 
God at work among the Christians, the communication of which is manifested 
in the diverse yapiouara ; hence our passage is in harmony with the repre- 
sentation given, Rom. xii. 6. — 2607] by Christ. — xara 16 uérpov k.t.A.] THe 
dwpeae is a subjective genitive (Rom. xii. 8, 6 ; Eph. iv. 13). Hence: in 
the proportion in which the gift of Christ is meted out, according as Christ 
apportions to the one a larger, to the other a smaller measure of His gift 
(¢.e., the gift of the divine ydp.c). —The duped tov Xporod is the gift which 
Ohrist gives (2 Cor. ix. 15), not : which Christ has received,! in opposition to 
which ver. 8, éaxe déuata Tt. av¥p., is decisive. 

Ver. 8. If it had just been said that by Christ the endowment of grace 
was distributed in varied measure to each individual, this is now confirmed 
by a testimony of the Scripture. Nothing is to be treated as a parenthesis, 
inasmuch as neither course of thought nor construction is interrupted. — vd 
Aéyer] wherefore, because the case stands, as has been said, ver. 7, He saith. 
Who says it (comp. v. 14), is obvious of itself, namely, God, whose word 
the Scripture is. See on 1 Cor. vi. 16; Gal. iii. 16 ; the supplying 7 ypagq 
or ro rvevua must have been suggested by the context (Rom. xv. 10). The 
manner of citation with the simple Aéyez, obviously meant of God, has as its 
necessary presupposition, in the mind of the writer and readers, the Theop- 
neustia of the O. T. The citation that follows is not ‘‘ex carmine, quod 
ab Ephesiis cantitari sciret,” ‘‘from a hymn, which he knew was often sung 
by the Ephesians,” and for which Ps. Ixviii, 18 had partly furnished the 
words,?—which is quite an arbitrary way of avoiding the difficulty, and at 
variance with the divine 2éyer,—but is the passage of Scripture Ps. lxviii. 
18 itself according to the LXX. with free alteration. This psalm, in its his- 
torical sense a song of triumph upon the solemn entry of God into Zion,? is 
here understood according to its Messtanic significance—an understanding, 
which has its warrant, not indeed in the much too general and vague prop- 
osition, that one and the same God is the Revealer of the Old and of the 


1 Oeder, in Wolf ; see in opposition tothis Others explain it otherwise. See the dif- 


view, already Calvin. 

2 Storr, Opusc. III. p. 309; Flatt. 

3 On what particular historic occasion 
this highly poetic song was composed, is 
for our passage a matter of indifference. 
According to the traditional view, it was 
composed by David on the occasion of the 
removal of the ark of the covenant from 
the house of Obed-edom to Jerusalem (2 
Sam. vi. 12 ff. ; 1 Chron. xv. f.) ; according 
to Ewald, for the consecration of the new 
temple after the captivity; according to 
Hupfeld, upon the return from the captivity 
and the restoration of the kingdom; ac- 
cording to Hitzig, in celebration of the vic- 
tory after the war of Jehoram and Jehosh- 
aphat against the Moabites (2 Kings iii.). 


ferent views and explanations in Reuss, d. 
acht u. sechzigste Psalm, ein Denkmal exeget. 
Noth u. Kunst, 1851, who, however, himself 
very inappropriately (without ‘‘ exegetical 
exigency and art’’) places the psalm in the 
late period between Alexander and the 
Maccabees, when the wish for the reunion 
of the scattered Israelites in Palestine is 
supposed to be expressed in it ; while Jus- 
tus Olshausen even interprets it of the vic- 
tories of the Maccabees under Jonathan or 
Simon. See Ewald, Jahrb. IV. p. 55 f. 
Certainly the psalm is neither Davidic nor 
of the Maccabaean age, but belongs to the 
restoration of the Theocracy after the cap- 
tivity. 


444 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


New Covenant,! but in the circumstance that the triumphal procession of 
Jehovah, celebrated in the psalm, represents the victory of the Theocracy ; 
and that, as every victory of the Theocracy is of a typical and in so far pro- 
phetic Messianic character, the return of Christ into heaven appears as the 
Messianic actual consummation of the divine triumph. The free deviation 
from the original text and the LXX. consists partly in the immaterial cir- 
cumstance that Paul transfers into the third person that which is said in 
the second, and adds to avOpdrac the article wanting in the LXX. ; partly 
in the essential point, that instead of the original sense : ‘‘ Thou receivedst 
gifts (namely, gifts of homage) among ® men,” * he expresses the sense : He 
gave gifts to men,* while in other respects reproducing the transition of the 
LXX. Consequently Paul has, as regards the éduxe, given a sense opposite 
to the original one—a degree of variation such as, with all freedom in the 
employment of Old Testament passages, is nowhere else met with in the 
writings of the apostle, on which account the book Chissuwk Hmuna accused 
him of falsifying the words of the psalm, while Whiston looked upon the 
Hebrew text and the LXX. in Ps. lxviiil. 18 as corrupt. This difference is 
not to be explained, with Riickert, by lightly asserting : ‘‘ Paul did not 
even perhaps know exactly how the words ran,” etc.; for in this way he 
would be chargeable with a shallow caprice, for which there is no warrant; 
moreover, the agreement, in other respects, of the citation with the original 
text and the LXX. leads us to infer too exact an acquaintance with the pas- 
sage adduced, to allow us to assume that Paul adduced the words in the 
full belief that {J was read in the Hebrew, and édwxe in the LXX. Rather 
must he have in reality understood the passage of the psalm, as to its main 
substance, just as he gives it. Inasmuch, namely, as he had recognized the 
words in their bearing upon the antitypical Messianic fulfilment, and that 
as a confirmation of what had been said of Christ in ver. 7, this latter spe- 
cial application must have been suggested to him by another reading, which 
he followed,*® or else—with the freedom of a Messianic interpretation of the 
words—by an eaposition of the Hebrew words, which yielded essentially the 
sense expressed by him. If the Jatter is the case (for in favor of the former 
there is no trace of critical support), he took nnp?, etc., in the sense : thou 
didst take away gifts, to distribute them among men,® and translated this in an 


1 Harless. the closing words of the passage). The 
2 Yet DOINI might also denote that men sense : “‘ through men,”’ which Hoelemann, 
themselves are the gifts. So Ewald takes it, on account of ver. 11, finds as a ‘‘ second- 
ic. (and comp. his Ausfihrl. Lehrb. der ary” meaning in DIN}, is not to be thought 


Hebr. Sprache, § 287 h), referring it specially 
to the humbler servants of the temple, 
whom David and Solomon, ¢é.g., gathered 
from among the subjugated peoples and 
settled around the temple, whom thus God, 
as if ina triumphal procession from Sinai 
to Zion, Himself brought in as captives, 
and then caused to be devoted by men to 
Him as offerings, in order that they, who 
were once so turbulent, might dwell peace- 
fully in His service (‘‘ even rebellious ones 
must dwell with Jah God,” as Ewald renders 


of, not even according to the apostle, who 
has expressed his view with such simple 
definiteness by éSwxe tots avOparors. 


8 DIND DIAN AMP), LXX.: érapes 66- 


pata év avOpHrw, or according to another 
reading : év av@pumots. 


‘DWNT MIND 1D. 

° F\F)) instead of DN». 

6 On the 3; see Ewald, Ausfiihrl. Lehrb. 
der Heb. Spr. § 217 f. 1. 
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explanatory way: &doxe déuata toic avOpérore 3 in connection with which the 
transposing into the third person is to be regarded as an unintentional va- 
riation in citing from memory. mp», namely, has often the proleptic sense 
to fetch [Germ. holen], i.¢., to take anything for a person and to give it to 
him.’ Comp. Bengel : “‘accepit dona, quae statim daret,” ‘‘he received gifts, 
which he immediately gave.” The utterance, however, as thus understood,? 
Paul has reproduced, interpreting it as he has done, in order to place be- 
yond doubt the sense which he attached to it, for the reader who might 
have otherwise understood the words of the LXX. The Chaldee Para- 
phrast likewise understood mp in such wise, that, while interpreting the 
passage of Moses, he could expound : XW) °329 eras) 1119, dedisti dona Jiliis 
hominum, ‘‘Thou hast given gifts to the children of men.” It is evident 
from this, since there is good reason for presupposing in the Targum—the 
more so, as in our passage the Peshito agrees therewith *—older exegeti- 
cal traditions, that Paul himself may have followed such a tradition.‘ To 
assume that he actually did so, is in itself, and in reference to the previous 
Rabbinical training of the apostle, free from objection, and has sufficient war- 
rant in that old and peculiar agreement, even though we should explain the 
agreement between the same citation in Justin, c. Tryph. 39, 87, and the quo- 
tation of the apostle, by a dependence upon the latter.° On the other hand, 
it is not to be said, with Beza, Calovius, and most older expositors,°® that 
the explanation given by Paul really corresponds with the historic sense of 
the passage in the Psalm,” which, judging by the context, is decidedly in- 
correct. Even Calvin says: ‘‘nonnihil a genuino sensu hoc testimonium 
detorsit Paulus,” ‘‘Paul somewhat distorted this testimony from its gen- 
uine sense ;” and already Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly remarks : iradAdéac 
dé 7d EAaBe Sédpmata ottac Ev TH Waau xeiwevov, EJwoke Obparta Eine, TH 
iradhayh Tept THY olKeiay yYpnoduevoc akoAovoiav’ éxet uév yap, ‘‘exchanging the 
‘ He received gifts,’ thus stated in the psalm, he said, ‘ He gave gifts,’ using 
hypallage for a proper construction ; for there” (in the psalm) pdc¢ rv 
indbeow Td éAABEV Hpworter, évravba dé, ‘‘ he joined, ‘received,’ to the subject, 
while here” (in our passage) 7 mpoxeévy 76 EDWKEV axkddovfov jy, ‘ ‘gave’ 
was in accordance with what preceded.” The deviation from the historic 
sense cannot be set aside with fairness and without arbitrary presupposi- 
tions. This holds not only of the opinions of Jerome and Erasmus (that in the 
psalm np? is used, because the giving has not yet taken place, but is prom- 


1 See Gen. xviii. 5, xxvii. 13, xlii. 16, xlviii. ner, Beitrdge, I. p. 121 f. 
9; Job xxxviii. 20 (and Hirzel in loc.); 2 5 Credner, Beitr. II. p. 120. 
Sam. iv. 6, a@.; see Gesen. Thes. II. p. 760, 6 Chrysostom, without, however, enter- 
and Hoelemann, p. 97 f. ing into any particulars, says merely: the 
2 The phrase formerly so often compared, prophet says thow hast received, but Paul: 
y95 nw mp? (Ex. xxi. 10, xxxiv. 16), is 7 %as given; and the two are one and the 
Ae c Hes B same. Theodoret more precisely explains 
notin place here, since np, in that phrase, — pimself : audérepa 88 (the taking and giving) 
signifies nothing else than the simple take. yeyévnvar’ AauBavwv yap thy miotw amodidwct 
3 Which likewise, Ps. lxviii. 7.c., has dedisti Thy xapi, “both occurred ; for receiving 
dona filiis hominum, “* Thou hast given gifts faith, he gave grace.’’? Comp. Oecumenius. 
to the children of men.”’ 7 See especially, Geier, ad Ps. l.c. p. 1181 5 
4 Holzhausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Cred- comp. also Hoelemann, p. 98 f. 
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ised as future) and of Calvin,’ but also of the expedients to which Harless 
and Olshausen have recourse. According to Harless, namely, Paul wishes 
to express the identity of God, whose deeds at that time the word of Script- 
ure represents in a form which, as identical with the form of Christ’s action, 
makes us recognize the word of the O. T. as pointing forward to what was 
to come, and the Christ of the N. T. as the God who already revealed Him- 
self under the O. T.; in the words of the psalm the captives themselves are 
described as sacrificial gifts, which the victor as God takes to Himself among 
men ; the apostle changes merely the form of the words, so far as the con- 
text makes it necessary, inasmuch as he wishes to make out that those van- 
quished ones—who have not made themselves what they are, but have been 
made so of God — are those, of whom he had said that on every one accord- 
ing to the measure of the gift of Christ the grace had been bestowed which 
was already pointed to in the psalm. ‘‘ There is no other there,” says the apos- 
tle, ‘‘than He who had descended to earth, to gain for Himself His own ; 
not that they would have presented themselves to Him, but He takes them 
as it pleases Him, and makes them what it pleases Him.” But (1) 
Paul does not wish to express the identity of God, etc., but to show 
that what is said of Christ in ver. 7 was also already prophesied Ps. 
Ixviii, 18; it was a question of the identity of the thing, as to which 
it was self-evident that the triumph celebrated in Ps. Ixviii. is in 
the N. T. fulfilment celebrated by Christ, who had come in the name of the 
Lord. (2) In the Ps. l.c., MIN nnp», ‘‘thou hast received gifts,” applies 
to the gifts of homage which the triumphing Jehovah has received among 
(from) men. Certainly, according to another explanation (see above, 
Ewald’s view, and comp. also Bleek), the men themselves, namely, the van- 
quished, may be regarded as the gifts or offerings which God has received; 
but who could withal read between the lines in the apostle’s citation what, 
according to Harless, one ought to read between them, in order in the end 
to find only the form of the words changed? Olshausen, who, we may men- 
tion, quite erroneously (see vv. 9, 10) specifies roi¢ avOpérore as the point of 
the citation,? agrees with Harless in so far as he is of opinion that the 


1“Quum de Christi exaltatione pauca 
verba Psalmi citasset, de suo adjecit, cum 
dedisse dona, ut sit minoris et majoris com- 
paratio, qua ostendere vult Paulus, quanto 
praestantior sit ista Dei ascensio in Chris- 
ti persona, quam fuerit in veteribus eccle- 
siae triumphis,” ‘‘When he cited a few 
words of the Psalm concerning Christ’s 
exaltation, he added by his own authority, 
that he had given gifts, in order that there 
might be a comparison of less and greater, 
whereby Paul wants to show how much 
more excellent is this ascension of God in 
the person of Christ, than it was in the an- 
cient triumphs.” 

2“ Paul does not wish by the quotation 
primarily to represent Christ as the dispens- 
cr of the gifts, but to prove from the O. T. 


itself the universality of the gifts of Christ, 
consequently the equal title of the Gentiles; 
He has by His redemption conferred gifts 
not merely on this one or that one, not up- 
on the Jews alone, but wpon men as such, 
upon mankind.” What Olshausen has fur- 
ther advanced respecting the dative ex- 
pression with the article (instead of which 
the Hebrew text has among men, while no 
article is used in the LXX.)—to wit, that 
by €5. 86u. tots dv@pmHmo0rs, which ap- 
plies to all men, it is not intended to say: 
all men must be redeemed, and as redeem- 
ed receive gifts ; but: all men may be re- 
deemed, and as redeemed obtain gifts of 
grace; and in so far this deviation from 
the original was altogether immaterial—is 
pure invention. The difference certainly 
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thought of the psalmist : ‘‘Thou hast taken to Thyself gifts among men,” 
affirms nothing else than : ‘‘Thou hast chosen to Thyself the redeemed as 
offerings ;” but further adds : ‘‘ But the man whom God chooses as an of- 
fering for Himself, 7.¢., as an instrument for His aims, He furnishes with 
the gifts necessary to the attainment of the same ; and this side (?) the 
apostle, in accordance with his tendency, here brings into special promi- 
nence.” Similarly also Hofmann,‘ who is of opinion that here, in the N. T. 
application of the passage from the psalm, it is one and the same thing 
whether one say : that Christ has, for the accomplishment of the work of 
His honor, caused to be given to Himself by His vanquished that which 
they possessed, or: that He has given them gifts to this end ; ‘‘for He 
takes that which is theirs into His service, when He gives to them what is 
His, to make them capable of service.” Essentially so also Delitzsch on 
the psalm, /.c. Such subtleties, by means of which any quid pro quo at 
pleasure may easily enough be got out of the alleged light and significance 
of the ‘history of the fulfilment,” * may be conveniently foisted upon the 
words of the apostle, but with what right ?— dvaBac eic iwoc] Whether we 
understand the pip my in the original text of the ascending of the vic- 
torious God into heaven*® or to Zion,* or leave it without more precise defi- 
nition of place ;° according to the Messianic accomplishment of the divine tri- 
umphal procession, which takes place through Christ, the words apply to 
Christ ascended (comp. tpobeic, Acts i. 33) to heaven (Ps. cil. 20, al.; Ecclus. 
xiii. 8; Lukei. 78), who has brought in as captives enemies that have been 
vanquished by Him upon this triumphal march. [See Note XXXIX., 
p. 484 seq. ]—aiyuarooia, namely, is the abstract collective for aiyuddwroe (Ju- 
dith ii. 9; Ezr. vi. 5; Rev. xiii. 10 ; Diod. Sic. xvii. 70), like fuupayia for 
Fiupayo, etc. See onii. 2. On the connection with the kindred verb (to 
take captive, to lead, to bring in as such), comp. 2 Chron. xxviii. 5 ; 
1 Mace. ix. 72 ; and see, in general, Winer, p. 201 ; Lobeck, Paral. p. 501. 
The character of aiyuadwreto as Greek is even worse than that of aiyuarorivo.® 
But what subjects are meant by aizyarooia? Not the redeemed, as already 
Justin, c. Tryph. 36; further, Theodoret (ov yap édevfépove bvtacg mac 
AXmarortevoer, GAD bd Tov SiaBdAov yeyernuévoue avTynYuadaarevoe, Kal THY éAevGepiay 
nuiv édwphoato, ‘‘He did not make captive us who were free, but in turn 
made us captive who were under the devil, and presented us with freedom’’) 
Oecumenius, Thomas, Erasmus,’ and others, including Meier, Harless, Ols- 


does not lie in the fact that D182 points 


only to some, and the expression of Paul to 
all men, as Olshausen supposes, but solely 
in the nn 5 of the original text and the 
éSwxe of Paul. As well DIN3 as tots avOpw- 
mots designates men according to the cate- 
gory ; but according to the original text it 
is men who are the givers, so that the Tri- 
umphator takes them; whereas, according 
to Paul, the menare the recipients, to whom 
He gives. 


1 Schriftbew. Il. 1, p. 484 f. 

2 Delitzsch. 

3 Hengstenberg, Lengerke, Hitzig, Har- 
less, Hoelemann, and others. 

4 Ewald, Bleek. 

§ Hofmann. 

6 See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 442. 

™*Captivorum gregem e peccati dia- 
bolique tyrannide liberatum,” ‘‘a body of 
captives delivered from the tyranny of sin - 
and the devil.” 
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hausen,! Baumgarten-Crusius,? have interpreted it ; seeing that the captives, 
both according to the original text and according to our citation, are differ- 
ent from the av6péro., ‘‘men,” who are subsequently mentioned, namely, such 
vanquished ones as are visited by the victor with the hard penal fate of cap- 
tives in war. Hence also it cannot be the souls deliwered by Christ from 
Hades* that are spoken of. It is the enemies of Christ and His kingdom, the 
antichristian powers, including those of hell (but not these alone) ; their 
power is broken by the completed redeeming work of the Lord. By His 
resurrection and exaltation they have been rendered powerless, and subject- 
ed to His victorious might ; consequently they appear, in accordance with 
the poetical mould of our passage, as those whom He has vanquished and 
carries with Him on His procession from Hades into heaven (see ver. 9), so 
that He, having gone up on high, brings them in as prisoners of war. Not as 
if He has really brought them in captivity to heaven, but under the jigure 
of the triumphator, as which the ascended Christ appears in accordance with 
the prophetic view given in Ps. lxvili., the matter thus presents itself, 
namely, the overcoming of His foes displaying itself through His ascension. 
This vanquishing, we may add, in its actual execution still continues even 
after the entering upon the kingly office which took place with the exalta- 
tion of Christ ; dei yap avtov Baoirebe aypic ov Of TavTacg Tove ExOpodce brd 
Tove rédacg avrov, ‘‘ for He must reign, till He hath put all enemies under 
His feet,” 1 Cor. xv. 25. Not the jimal overcoming of the foes of 
Christ is thus meant, but the actual aiyuadoreverv aiyuad. ofttimes recurs un- 
til the final consummation, until at length écyvartoc éyOpic Katapyeita 6 
@avatoc, ‘‘ The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death,” 1 Cor. xv. 
26, namely, at the resurrection on the last day. In this case, however, 
there is the more reason for leaving the matter without more precise 
definition of the hostile powers vanquished (Satanic and human), as 
the context suggests nothing more special, and as, speaking generally, the 
nxypyarar. aiyuar. does not form for the aim and connection of our passage 
the essential point of the psalmist’s saying, but the latter would have 
been quite as fully in its place here, even though that pyyaddr. aixp. had 
not been inserted, since the element confirmatory of ver. 7 lies simply 
in the avaBac cic inpog Eduxe dduata Toic avOpdroe.4 Yet we have not, with 


1 “Men upon earth, so far as they are _ conscience, that they may not seize or keep 
held captive by sin and in the ultimate us.”’ Grotius rationalizes : ‘‘ per apostolorum 
ground by the prince of this world, and doctrinam, vicit et velut captivam egit 
among these, in particular, the Gentile idololatriam et vitia alia,” “ by the doctrine 


world.” of the apostles he conquered and led idolatry 
2“ Those gained for the kingdom of and other vices captive.” Most compre- 
Christ.” hensively, but with an admixture of hetero- 


+ Lyra, Estius, and many Catholic exposi- 
tors; Konig, von Christi Héllenfahrt, p. 26; 
Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 414; and Baur. 

4 Chrysostom, Theophylact, Beza, Calo- 
vius, and many others understood specially 
the devil and those things connected with 
him, death, condemnation, and sin. Comp. 
Luther’s gloss: ‘‘that is sin, death, and 


geneous elements, Calvin says: ‘‘Neque 
enim Satanam modo et peccatum et mor- 
tem totosque inferos prostravit, sed ex 
rebellibus quotidie facit sibi obsequentem 
populum, quum verbo suo carnis nostrae 
lasciviam domat; rursus hostes suos, 7.¢., 
impios omnes quasi ferreis catenis continet 
constrictos, dum illorum furorem cohibet 
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Morus,’ to rationalize the conception of the apostle : ‘‘removit omnia, quae 
religionis suae propagationi et felicitati hominum obstarent impedimenta,” 
‘He removed all things which, as impediments, obstructed the propagation 
of his religion and the happiness of men,” by which the sense is altered, and 
vanquished foes become obstacles taken out of the way. — déuara] according 
to Paul, gifts in which £0667 7 yap, ver. 7, thus equivalent to yapiouara. 
An appropriate commentary on the sense in which Paul has taken the 
citation, is Acts ii, 33. But to look upon the interpretation of the %afe 
déuata of the Ps. /.c., in the sense of gifts of the Spirit as current among 
the disciples of the apostles,® is the more arbitrary, inasmuch as de Wette him- 
self finds it probable that some apostle [see Note XL., p. 485,] has alle- 
gorized the passage of the psalm. 

Ver. 9 is not a (Rabbinical) argument to show that the subject of the pas- 
sage in the psalm is no other than Christ, in so far as of Him alone could 
be predicated that descending which, in speaking of ascending, must be 
presumed to have gone before.* Such an argument would have been aim- 
less, since the subject of the passage of the psalm in its Messianic fulfilment 
was self-evident ; it would, moreover, not have even logical correctness, 
since, in fact, God Himself, as often in the O. T., might be thought of as 
the kataBac who avéBy. Paul rather brings out in ver. 9 what the ascension 
of Christ prophetically meant in Ps. \xviii. contains as its presupposition ; and 
this for the end of showing * how the matter affirmed and supported by the 
passage of the psalm in ver. 7, namely, Christ’s bestowal of grace on all 
individuals respectively, stands in necessary connection with His general posi- 
tion of filling the whole universe ; a function upon which He must have entered 
by His very descending into the depths of the earth and His ascending above all 
heavens (ver. 10). — dé] carrying forward the argument : ‘‘ but the avéBy, in 
order now to show you what is therewith said,” etc. — rd avéBy] not: the 
word avéBn, for this does not occur in the passage of the psalm, but the predi- 
cate avéBn, Which was contained in avaBdc. — ti tot] not : what of an extra- 
ordinary nature,® but simply : what is said therewith, what is implied in it? 
Comp. Matt. ix. 13 ; John xvi., 17 f., x. 6, al. —— re kai xatéBn] that He also 
(not merely ascended, but also) descended. The having ascended presup- 
poses the having descended. The correctness of this conclusion rests upon 
the admitted fact that the risen Christ had His original dwelling not upon 
earth, as Elijah had, but in the heaven, whither He went up ; consequently 


sua virtute, ne plus valeant, quam illis con- 
cedit, ‘‘For not only did he prostrate 
Satan, and sin, and death, and all hell, but 
out of the rebellious he daily makes for 
Himself an obedient people, when by His 
word he subdues the wantonness of our 
flesh ; again His enemies, 7.¢., all the god- 
less He holds bound as though with iron 
chains, while by his virtue He curbs their 
fury, so that they have no more power than 
He concedes them.”’ 

1 Comp. Flatt. 

2 De Wette. 
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3 Michaelis, Koppe; Giider, von der Lrs- 
chein. Christi unter den Todten, p. 83; also 
my own earlier view. 

4 The view of Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Erasmus, Cornelius 4 Lapide, and others, 
again taken up by Olshausen (comp. also 
Hofmann, /.c. 343), that Paul would by the 
example of Christ exhort to humility, is 
quite at variance with the context. And 
Riickert also is wrong in holding that ver. 9 
contains only an incidental remark, which 
might equally well have been wanting. 

6 Hoelemann. 


——— 
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He could not but have descended from this, if He has ascended. Comp. 
John iii. 18. —The depth, however, into which He descended—whether, 
namely, merely to the earth, or deeper still into the subterranean world—is 
not to be inferred from the avéGy itself, but was fixed with historic certainty 
in the believing consciousness of the readers ; hence Paul could with good 
reason write not merely 6rz kai xatéBy, but bre kai kat. el¢ Ta KaTOTEpPAa 
THOYHS, 1.e., nto that which is deeper down than the earth, into Hades.’ He 
might also have designated Hades by ra xatdérara ric yic, the lowest 
depth of the earth (YS NYA, LXX. Ps. lxiii. 9 ; Prayer of Azar. 13 ; 
not Ps. cxxxix. 15, where ‘‘in the depths of the earth” is only a sensuous 
form of the conception ‘‘in secret”) ; but has purposely chosen that compara- 
tive expression—in which the genitive is that of comparison, not the parti- 
tive genitive—in order to impart as strong a coloring as possible to the depth 
of Hades, in contradiction to that heaven from which Christ descended ; He 
descended deeper than the earth is (the earth being conceived of as a plane), 
in that He descended even into the subterranean region beyond, into Hades. 
The goal of the humiliation Paul here designates locally, whereas at Phil. ii. 8 
he specifies it as respects the degree, namely, by péyps Oavarov x.t.2., which, 
however, is as to substance in agreement with our passage, since the death 
of Christ had as its immediate consequence His descent into Hades (Luke 
xxiii. 48 ; Matt. xii. 40; Acts ii.27 ; 1 Pet. iti. 19), as, indeed, also at Phil. 
ii. 10 (karayfoviov) this descent is presupposed as having taken place in 
death. The explanation of the so-called descent into hell? is therefore the 
right one,* because the object was to present Christ as the One who fills the 
whole universe, so that, with a view to His entering upon this His all-filling 
activity, He has previously with His victorious presence passed through the 
whole world, having descended from heaven into the utmost depth, and 
ascended from this depth to the utmost height—a view, which of necessity 
had to extend not merely to the earth, but even into the nether world, just 
because Christ, as was historically certain for every believer, had been in the 
nether world, and consequently, by virtue of His exaltation to the right 
hand of God, really had the two wtmost limits of the universe, from below 
upwards, as the terminos a quo and ad quem of His triumphal progress. 
Further, had Paul intended only the descent to earth, it would not be easy 
to see why he should not have written merely «aré87, or at any rate simply 


1 xatéBnv Souov “Aidos elow, ‘I descended 
within the abode of Hades,’? Hom. 0d. 
XXili. 252; “AtSao dduovs vrd Kevbeor yalys 
épxeat, “You come to the abode of 
Hades, beneath the depths of the earth,” 
Il. xxii, 482; comp. Od. xxiv. 204; Soph. 
Ant. 816, Trach. 1088. 

2 Trenaeus in Pitra, Spicileg. Solesmense, I. 
p. 7; Tertullian, Jerome, Pelagius, Ambro- 
siaster, Erasmus, Estius, Calovius, Bengel, 
and many others, including Riickert, Ols- 
hausen, Delitzsch, Lechler, Ewald, Hoele- 
mann, Bleek; Baur scenting Gnosticism 
[Braune, Gess, Ewald, H. Miiller]. 


3 Thomasius, II. p. 262, is still doubtful on 
the question ; Kahnis, I. p. 508, regards it 
as preponderantly probable. Calvin called 
it inepta, ‘‘ silly,” and Reiche falsa, “‘ false.” 

4 Thomas, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Ham- 
mond, Michaelis, Fischer, de vitiis Lex, 
NV. T.,and many, including Winer, p. 470; 
Holzhausen, Meier, Matthies, Harless, 
Rabiger, p. 68 ff., Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette, Hofmann, p. 345, Bisping, Schenkel, 
Schmid, Bibl. Theol. I. p. 291, Reiche, Comm. 
crit. p. 1174 f., Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. 7 
228 [Weiss’ Bibl. Theol., R. Schmidt, Hilgen- 
feld, Pfleiderer, Reuss, Engelhardt]. 
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KatéBn ei¢ THY yHv OY KaréBy elo THY yHv Kato (Acts ii. 19), instead of 
employing the circumstantial and affected, but yet only feebly paraphrasing 
expression : into the lower regions, which are the earth (for so we should have to 
explain ei¢ Ta KaTrepa tie yc, understood only of the earth ; see Winery, ¢n): 
This expression is only accounted for, sharp and telling, when it points the 
reader to a region lower than the earth, to that Hades, whither every reader 
knew that Christ had descended. Doubtless the apostle might have writ- 
ten simply cic ddov (Acts ii. 27) or éw¢ adov (Matt. xi. 28), or also cic rip 
aBvooov (Rom. x. 7) or eic tHv Kapdiav tHe yc (Matt. xii. 40) ; but the whole 
pathos of the passage, with its contrast of the extremes of depth and height, 
very naturally suggested the purposely chosen designation ei¢ 74 Karérena 
tH¢ yao. The ordinary objection, that, in fact, Christ did not ascend from 
Hades, but from earth to heaven, is of no effect, because He has in reality 
returned, arisen and ascended from Hades, consequently Hades was the 
deepest terminus a quo of His ascension, as it had previously been the deep- 
est terminus ad quem of His descent, and on this deepest turning-point all 
here depended, even apart from the fact that the long interval of forty days 
between resurrection and ascension is historically very problematic (see 
Remark subjoined to Luke xxiv. 51). Nearest to our view come Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Bullinger, Drusius, Zachariae, and others, 
who, however, refer the passage only to the death and the burial ; 1} whereas 
Calomesius, Witsius, Calixtus, and others (already Beza, by way of sugges- 
tion), appealing to Ps. cxxxix. 15, strangely enough interpret it of the 
descent into the womb. [See Note XLL, p. 485. ] 

Ver. 10. Result from ver. 9, without oiv, but thereby coming in the more 
vividly and with a certain triumph ; ‘‘alio gravi dicto antecedentia com- 
plectitur aut absolvit,” ‘‘By another weighty expression he sums up or com- 
pletes what precedes.” *— The prefixed 6 xarafd¢ has the emphasis, which is 
further augmented by airéc :* The one who descended, just He, He precisely 
(identity of the person), 2s also the one who ascended on high above all heavens. 
0) avapic irepdve Tavtwv Tov ovpav.] points back to that avaBa¢ cig woe, 
ver. 8, more precisely defining this cic twoe as the region highest of all. 
The expression ‘‘ above all heavens’ has its basis in the conception of seven 
heavens, which number is not to be diminished to three.* See on 2 Cor. xii. 
2. The érepdvw (in the N. T. only here and i. 21; Heb. ix. 5) describes the 
exaltation of Christ—clearly to be maintained as local—as the highest of all 
(comp. irepiypwoe, Phil. ii. 9), in such wise that He, having ascended through 
all heavens (dieAnAvbdra Tove ovpavotc, Heb. iv. 14), has seated Himself above 
in the highest heaven, as the civApovec of the Father, at the right hand of 
God. Comp. Heb. vii. 26 : tyAdrepoc tov obpaviv yevduevoc. The spiritual- 
istic impoverishing of this concrete conception to a mere denial of all ‘‘en- 
closure within the world” § is nothing but a rationalistic invention. Comp. 


1 Comp. also Hriang. Zeitschr. 1856, p. 284. 4 Harless : anp, ai6jp, tpitos ovpavds ; comp. 

2 Dissen, ad Pind. Hac. Il. p. 278. Grotius, Meier [Delitzsch in Luth. Zeit- 

3 ov yap aAAos KateAyAvOe Kai aAXdos avEedy- schrift for 1873, pp. 609-13], and others. 
dAv6ev, ‘ For he who came down is no other 5 Hofmann, II. 1, p. 585. 


than he who went up,” Theodoret. 
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Acts vii. 56, iii. 21, i. 9-11. —iva rinpdoy ra mévra], points back to the be- 
stowal of grace expressed in ver. 7, and prophetically confirmed in ver. 8, 
and that as expressing the wniversal relation into which Christ has entered 
towards the whole world by His exaltation from the lowest depth to the lofti- 
est height ; in which universal relation is also of necessity contained, as a 
special point, that bestowal of grace on all individuals. As intended aim, 
however (iva), this rAypoiv ra révra stands related to the previous ascension 
of Christ from the uttermost depth, into which He had descended, to the 
uttermost height of heaven ; because He had first, like a triumphing con- 
queror (see ver. 8), to take possession of His whole domain, i.e., the whole 
world from Hades to the highest heaven, in order now to wield His kingly 
sway over this domain, by virtue of which He was to jill the universe with His 
activity of sustaining and governing, and especially of providing all bestowal of 
grace. [See Note XLIL., p. 485.] This was to be the all-embracing task of 
His kingly office, until the consummation indicated at 1 Cor. xv. 28. It 
is according to this view, and from i. 23, self-evident that we have to 
explain Amp. ta mdvra, neither with Koppe,! de vaticiniorum complemento, 
“¢ of the fulfilment of prophecies,” nor with Riickert and Matthies, of the 
completion of the redeeming work ; nor yet possibly to limit ra rdvra to the 
whole Christian community.? Comp. rather on i. 23, and observe that in 
our passage that év? dé éxdot@ judv 86607 K.t.A. Of ver. 7 stands to this iva rAy- 
poon Ta avra in the same relation of the species to the genus, as in i. 23 70 
TAgpoua (Xptotov) does to roi ra wavta év maor TAnpovuévov. The ubiquity of 
the body of Christ * is not here, any more than at i. 23 or elsewhere, spoken 
of ;4 although, with Philippi, Hoelemann has still found it here, holding 
the conception of the purely dynamic rAypoiy ta révta as unrealizable, 
because Christ is in a glorified body. If this reason were valid, an absolute 
bodily omnipresence would result : it proves too much, and leads to a con- 
tradictio in adjecto, which could only receive a Docetic solution. [See Note 
XIV. on chap. i. 20 ; and Note III. on chap. i. 3.] 

Ver. 11.° And he has, etc. From the general xAnpoiv ra révra, ver. 10, 
there is now brought into prominence in reference to the church, with a ret- 
rospective glance at ver. 7, the special point with which .the apostle was here 
concerned, in order to give the clinching argument to his exhortation as to 
the keeping of the unity of the Spirit. Christ, who has ascended from the 
lowest depth to the loftiest height, in order to fill all things, precisely He, 
has—such is His autonomy in His church—given the different teachers and 
leaders of the church, until we all shall have attained to the unity of the 


1 Following Anselm and others. He had already before His incarnation 


2 Beza, Grotius, Morus, Flatt, Schenkel, 
and others. 

3 Faber Stapulensis, Hunnius, and others ; 
specially contended for by Calovius. 

4 Wrongly are Oecumenius and Theophy- 
lact adduced as favoring this explanation. 
They, forsooth, very correctly refer the 
filling to the dominion and operation of 
Christ (comp. also Chrysostom), and ob- 
serve with equal justice that Christ, after 


filled all things by His purely divine nature, 
now, after having, as the Incarnate One, 
descended and ascended, does the filling of 
the universe wera ocapxos, ‘‘ with his flesh” 
(Oecumenius), 7.¢., so that in doing so He is 
in a different state than before, namely, 
clothed with a body, consequently as God- 
man. 

5 See Schott, Progr. quo locus Pauli Ephes. 
iv. 11 seg., breviter explic., Jen. 1830. 
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faith, etc. — We are not to treat as a parenthesis either vv. 8-10’ or vv. 9, 10,? 
since the continuation of the discourse with xa? aité¢ emphatically attaches 
itself to the preceding airéc. — éduxe] is not, any more than at i. 22, equiva- 
lent to éero,* seeing that, in fact, the giving in the proper sense, to which 
Paul here looks back, has preceded, and Christ has in reality given the apos- 
tles, etc., to the church,‘ namely, through the specific charismatic endow- 
ment and, respectively also, by His own immediate calling (axoorédovc) of the 
persons in question. Calvin rightly remarks on éoxe: ‘‘ quia nisi excitet, 
nulli erunt,” ‘‘for unless He call forth there will be none.” This raising up 
and granting of the appropriate persons for the perfecting of the church as 
His body, not the institution of a spiritual office in itself, which as such has 
exclusively to administer His means of grace, is here ascribed to Christ.® 
The appointing to the service of the individual congregations (as roiuévac 
kai didack.) of such persons given by Christ lay in the choice of the congre- 
gations themselves, which choice, conducted by apostles or apostolic men, 
Acts xiv. 23, took place under the influence of the Holy Spirit, Acts xx. 28. 
Thus Christ gave the persons, and the community gave to them the service. 
As regards the time of the édwxe, it is to be observed that this was indeed a 
potiori the time after the ascension (among the apostles in the narrower sense, 
also as respects Matthias and Paul), but that, as was obvious for the readers, 
the earlier appointment of the original apostles was not thereby excluded. 
The latter, namely, are not alone meant by azoorédovc, but (comp. on 1 Cor. 
xy. 7) also men like Barnabas and James the Lord’s brother must be reck- 
oned among them, — The order in which they are brought up is such, that 
those not assigned to a single church precede (aroor., mpoo., evayy.), and 
these are arranged in the order of rank. Hence the roiuévec, because belong- 
ing to particular churches, had to follow, and it is without reason that a 
Montanistic depreciation of the bishops ° is found here, — rod¢ pév aroordAove] 
some as apostles. Their characteristics are their immediate calling by Christ, 
and their destination for all nations. Comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 28. — rpodyrac] 
As to these speakers, who, on the receipt of revelation and through the 
Holy Spirit, wrought with highly beneficial effect, yet without ecstasy, who 
likewise in iii. 5 are mentioned after the apostles, see on 1 Cor. xil. 10 ; 
Acts xi. 2'7.— ebayyedsord¢] who repiidvrec éxfputrov, ‘‘ going about, preached,” 
Theodoret ;’ missionary assistants to the apostles. See on Acts xxi. 8. Oecu- 


1 Griesbach and others. endowed by Christ as those thereby given 
2 Koppe. to it by Him, to acknowledge and to induct 
3 Theophylact and many, including Meier, them into the ministry ; hence the highest 
Harless; Baumgarten-Crusius. idea of the ecclesiastical scrutiny is, to test 


. 4 Observe the importance, for the con- whether the persons in question have been 
tinued appointment of the ministers in the given by Christ, withoat prejudice, we may 
church, of the conception of the matter add, to the other existing requirements of 
implied in éSwxe. Christ gives the ministers _ ecclesiastical law. 

of the church; the church ¢akes those 5 Comp. (in opposition to Mtinchmeyer) 
given, and places them in the service of the Hofmann, Schrifthew. MW. 2, Pp. 2838 ff. ; 
church. Thus the church (or whoever has Miller in the Deutsche Zeitschr. 1852, No. 21. 
to represent the rights and duties of the 6 Baur. 

church) has not in any way arbitrarily to 7 See Nosselt, ad Theodoret. p. 4A. 
choose the subjects, but to discern those 
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menius would, at variance with the context (for Paul is speaking only of 
the exercise of teaching in the church), and probably also at variance with 
history (at least as regards our canonical gospels), understand the authors of 
the Gospels, which is adduced as possible also by Chrysostom. — rove 6é rou- 
uévac Kat didack.| denotes not the presbyters and deacons,' nor the presbyters 
and exorcists,? nor yet the presbyters and teachers as two separate offices,* 
the latter in the sense of 1 Cor. xii. 28 ; but, as the non-repetition of rove dé 
shows, the presbyters and teachers as the same persons, so that the presbyters 
are designated by tovuévac in stated figurative appellation (1 Pet. v. 2 ; 
Acts xx. 28; John xxi. 15 ff.) with reference to their function of guiding 
oversight over doctrine, life, and order in the church, consequently as ézio- 
coro. 33 and by dud ackdAove, with reference to their function of teaching. 
We may add, that the diddoxaAo were not, as such, at the same time presby- 
ters, for the didayf was imparted by a special ydpioua, which even ordinary 
members of the church might possess (1 Cor. xiv. 26); but every presbyter 
was at the same time d:ddoxadoc, and had to be endowed with this yapioya ; 
hence Paul here puts together rowuévac kad didackddove, and, 1 Tim. iii. 2, it is 
laid down as the requirement of an éricxoroc that he should be didakrixdc. — 
Comp. Tit. i. 9. See also Augustine, Hp. lix. Comp. Jerome: ‘‘ Nemo 
, . . pastoris sibi nomen assumere debet, nisi possit docere quos pascit,” 
“No one ought to assume for himself the name of pastor, unless he can 
teach whom he feeds.” 1 Tim. y. 17 is not opposed to this (see Huther in 
loc.). 

Ver. 12. Behoof, for which Christ has given, etc. ‘‘ Non potuit honori- 
ficentius verbi ministerium commendare, quam dum hune illi effectum tri- 
buit,” ‘‘He could not commend the ministry of the word with greater 
honor, than by ascribing to it this effect,” Calvin. — The three clauses are not 
co-ordinate.’ Against the co-ordination may be decisively urged not the 
varying of the prepositions, for Paul is fond of interchanging them (comp. 
Rom. iii. 30, v. 10, xv. 2 ; 2Cor. iii. 11), but the circumstance that éic épyov 
dtaxoviac in its position between the first and third points would be unsuit- 
able.® Rather are ei¢ gpy. diaxov. and éi¢ olxod. tov cHu. Tov Xp. two defini- 
tions to éduxe, not parallel to mpdc tov xatapt. Tov dyiwv, but parallel to each 
other; so that we have thus, with Lachmann, Harless, Tischendorf, Bleek, to 
delete the comma after dyiov. mpd¢ tov Katapt. Tov dyiwv contains, namely, 
the aim for which Christ has given those designated in ver. 11 ei¢ épyov dcako- 
viac, ei¢ oiKodouny Tov cbuatoc Tov Xp. He has, on behalf of the full furnishing of 
the saints, given those teachers for the work of the ministry, for the edification of 
the body of Christ. The objection that the oixod. rod céu. is a yet higher aim 
than that of the xarapr. rév dylwv™ is incorrect ; since, on the contrary, the. 


1 Theophylact. 

2 Ambrosiaster. 

3 Beza, Calvin, Zanchius, Grotius, Calix- 
tus, and others, including de Wette. 

4 See on Acts xx. 28, and Ch. F. Fritzsche, 
in Pritzschior. Omuse. p. 42 ff. 

5 Chrysostom, Wolf, Bengel, Semler, 
Holzhausen, and others. 


® Tf the three elements were parallel, Paul 
must logically have thus arranged them: 
(1) ets Epyor Staxovias, (2) mpds Tov KaTapricpoV 
TOV aylwyv, (3) eis olkodomyy Tov TwHmaTos TOD 
Xprorov,—advancing from the less definite 
to the more definite. 

7 De Wette. 
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katapt. 7. dy. is the higher point, which is to be attained by the edification 
of the body of Christ, and consequently might be conceived of as aimed at 
therein.’ Observe, withal, the expression of perfection : xatapr., and the ex- 
pression of development : oixodowy. Many others, including de Wette, have 
made the two clauses with ei¢ dependent on xarapricudy, so that the sense 
would be : ‘for the qualifying of believers that they may in each and every 
way themselves labor for the advancement and edification of the church.” 2 
But (@) dvaxovia, where the context is speaking of those engaged in the 
service of the church, always denotes the official service (Rom. xi. 13; 
2 Cor. iv, 1, vi. 3; comp. Acts vi. 4 ; 2 Cor. iii. 7 ff., ix. 12, a.), and hence 
may not here be transmuted into the general notion of rendering service to, 
JSurthering (see especially 1 Pet. iv. 10). And if we should in that connection 
retain the official notion of dvaxovia,? the training of the dy. to be teachers 
would be the thought resulting ; which would be inappropriate, because 
Paul regarded the Parousia as so near, and conceived of the yapiouara as 
continuing till then (see 1 Cor, xiii. 8), and therefore the thought that teachers 
had to be trained was remote from his mind. (b) But if he had merely 
meant to say : ‘to make the individual Christians jointly and severally 
meet for co-operating to the furtherance of the church,”4 then 7dvrov 
would have been to ror dyiwy an essential element, which could not have been 
left out. Olshausen regards the two clauses introduced by eic as a partition 
of the xazaptiopoc tév dyiwv : ‘‘ for the perfecting of the saints, and that, on 
the one hand, of those furnished with gifts of teaching for the fulfil- 
ment of the teacher’s office ; on the other hand, as regards the hearers, for 
the edifying of the church.” Incorrectly, seeing that oi dy. are the objects 
of the teaching labors mentioned in ver. 11 and consequently cannot in- 
clude the teachers themselves, and seeing, moreover, that the olkodouy ro 
cop. Tov Xp. most appropriately describes the working of the teacher, so that 
no reader could, especially after eic épy. duax., conjecture that ele olkod. .7.A. 
was to apply to the hearers, inasmuch as no one could read the ‘‘on the one 
hand” and the ‘‘on the other” between the lines. Lastly, in quite an arbi- 
trary and erroneous way, Grotius, Michaelis, Koppe have even assumed 
a trajection for ec épy. dak. mpd¢ Tov KatapT. TOV dy. Eig OiK. TOV COM. Tov Xp., 
in connection with which there have been very various explanations. ° — karap- 
roubc, not elsewhere found in the N. T. (in Galen used of the adjustment of a 
dislocated limb), means, like kardprioic, 2 Cor. xiii. 9, the putting of a person 
or thing into its perfect state, so that it is as it should be (dprioc¢), Vulgate : 


1 Comp. also Hofmann, Schrifibeweis, II. 
2, p. 128. 

2 Meier; comp. Flatt, Schott, Rtickert, 
Schenkel, and others, as already Erasmus. 
3 Flatt, Schott ; comp. also Zachariae. 

4 Riickert. 

5QGrotius: “ut sanctis ministrent eos 
perficiendo magis et magis.. . ut ad eum 
modum illi quoque sancti apti fiant aedifi- 
candae ecclesiae, 7.¢., docendis aliis,”’ ‘‘ to 
minister to the saints by perfecting them 


more and more .. . so that in this way the 
saints also might become fit for edifying the 
church, .¢., by teaching others.’’ Michaelis : 
“that they should be able ministers of His 
church, in order that the saints might be- 
come more perfect, and His church, which is 
His body. might attain its due magnitude.” 
Koppe: ‘‘ éSwke eis Epyov Suaxovias (eis To dta- 
Kovecv Tors ayiors, ‘to minister to the saints’), 
mpos Td Karaptigew avrovs,”” — and ets oikod. 
k.7.A,, i8 Supposed to belong again to édwxe. 
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ad consummationem.! — épyov d:axoviac] does not stand for the simple d:axovia,? 
but means the work of the dvaxovia, t.e., the labor which is performed in the 
ministerial office of the church. —eicpoixodoujy tov cou. tov Xp.| for the up- 
building (= cic 70 olxodopueiv 7d odpm. Tou Xp., comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 12 ; Eph. iv. 
29) of the body of Christ. This is that pyov ; and so an appositional more 
precise definition of that which precedes. But on that account to take épyov 
as a building * is an undue anticipation. The expression oixodouy tov copatog 
is a blending of two figures, both of which were, from what precedes, pres- 
ent in the conception of the apostle (i. 23, ii. 20 ff., iii. 6),—the church as 
the body of Christ and as an edifice. Comp. ver. 16. 

Ver. 13. Goal, up to the contemplated attainment of which Christ has bestow- 
ed the different teachers, ver. 11, for the purpose specified in ver. 12. uéype 
is put without av (comp. Mark xiii. 30) because the thought of conditioning 
circumstances is remote from the apostle’s mind.‘ — xaravrgowper] shall have 
attained to unity, i.¢., shall have reached it as the goal. Comp. Acts xxvi. 
7; Phil. iii. 11 ; 2 Macc. vi. 14; Polyb. iv. 34; Diod. Sic. i. 79, al. Some 
have found therein the coming together from different places,® or from differ- 
ent paths of error ;° but this is purely imported. — oi rayrec] the whole, in our 
totality, t.e., the collective body of Christians, not all men,’ Jews and Gentiles,*® 
which is at variance with the use of the first person and with the preceding 
context (mpo¢ tov Katapticopoy Tov dyiwv). —ei¢ THv évéryTa THC TioT. Kal TIC 
éxtyv. Tov viov Tov Ocov] does not stand for év rH évdryti x.t.A., ‘in the unity,” ® 
but is that which is to be attained with the xaravr. The article is put with 
évér., because not any kind of unity is meant, but the definite unity, the future 
realization of which was the task of the teachers’ activity, the definite ideal 
which was to be realized by it.—rov viov tov Ocov is the object—accordant 
with their specific confession *—not only of the ériyvworc, but also of the 
miorc (see on Rom. iii. 22; Gal. ii. 16). The goal then in question, to 
which the whole body of believers are to attain, is, that the riorvc in the Son 
of God and the full knowledge ” of the Son of God may be in all one and 
the same ; no longer—as before the attainment of this goal—varying in the 
individuals in proportion to the influences of different teaching (ver. 14). 
kat tho éwcyy., however, is not to be taken as epexegesis of tie zxiot.,” 
which is precluded not by «ai (see on Gal, iv. 16), but by the circumstance 


1 Comp. Morus, and see xaraprigw, Luke 
vi. 40; 1 Cor. i. 10; 2 Cor. xiii, 11; Heb. xiii. 
21; 1 Pet. v.10. Translations like ad coag- 
mentationem, ‘‘ for union’’ (Beza), and ad in- 
staurationem, “‘for renewal’? (Erasmus), 
would need to be suggested by the context. 
With strange inappropriateness, Pelagius 
and Vatablus have referred the catapriapos 
to the number of the Christians: ‘‘ad com- 
plendum numerum electorum,” “ for com- 
pleting the number of the elect.” 

2 Koppe ; see, on the other hand, Winer, 
p. 541 f.; Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 117. 

8 Schellhorn in Wolf, Holzhausen. 

4 See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 14 ff.; Hartung, 


Partikellehre, 11. p. 291 ff. 

5 Vatablus, Cornelius & Lapide, and 
others. 

6 Michaelis. 

7 Jerome, Morus, and others. 

* Hammond, 

® Grotius. 

10 The sum of the confession, in which all 
are to become one in faich and knowledge, 
—not merely, as Bleek turns it, are to feel 
themselves one in the communion of faith 
and of the knowledge of Christ. 

11 More than yveors ; see Valcekenaer in 
Luc. p. 14 f., and comp. on i. 17. 

12 Calvin, Calovius, and others. 
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that there is no ground at all for the epexegetic view, and that rior and 
éxiyveow are different notions, although the two are mutually related, the 
former as the necessary condition of the latter (Phil. iii. 9, 10 ; 1 John iv. 
16). Peculiar, but erroneous, is the view of Olshausen,' that the unity de- 
tween faith and knowledge is to be understood, and that the development, 
of which Paul speaks, consists in faith and knowledge becoming one, i.e., in 
the faith, with which the Christian life begins, becoming truly raised t > 
knowledge. At variance with the context, since the connection speaks of 
the unity which is to combine the different individuals (ver. 3 ff.); and also 
opposed to the whole tenor of the apostle’s teaching elsewhere, inasmuch as 
faith itself after the Parousia is not to cease as such (be merged in knowl- 
edge), but is to abide (1 Cor. xiii. 13). [See Note XLIIL., p. 486.] — ic dvdpa 
rézevov] concrete figurative apposition to what precedes : wnto a full-grown 
man, sc., shall have attained, 7.¢., shall have at length grown up, become ulti- 
mately developed into such an one.? The state of the unity of the faith, 
etc., is thought of as the full maturity of manhood ; to which the more im- 
perfect state, wherein the évéryc¢ is not yet attained (ver. 14), is opposed as 
a yet immature age of childhood. Comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 11. Paul does not 
say ei¢ dvdpac TedAeiovc, because he looks upon the rayrec as one ethical person; 
comp. li. 15 f. On réAecoc, of the maturity of manhood, comp. 1 Cor. ii. 6, 
xiv. 20 ; Heb. v. 14.*—ele¢ pérpov x.t.4.] second apposition, for the more pre- 
cise definition of the former. The measure of the age of the fulness of Christ 
is the measure, which one has attained with the entrance upon that age to 
which the reception of the fulness of Christ is attached (sce the further ex- 
planation below), or, without a figure: the degree of the progressive Chris- 
tian development which conditions the reception of that fulness. The 7Ackia 
in question, namely, is conceived of as the section of a dimension in space, 
beginning at a definite place, so that the jAc«a is attained only after one 
has traversed the measured extent, whose terminal point is the entrance into 
the #acxia.* 7) AcKia, however, is not statura (Luke xix. 3), as is supposed 
by Erasmus, Beza, Homberg, Grotius, Calixtus, Erasmus Schmid, Wolf, 
Bengel, Zachariae, Riickert, and others, which would be suitable only if the 
avnp téAevoc always had a definite measure of bodily size ; but it is equivalent 
to aetas, ‘‘age” (Matt. vi. 27), and that not, as it might in itself imply,® spe- 
cially aetas virilis, ‘‘ the age of manhood,” ® since, on the contrary, the more 


1 Whom Bisping has followed. 

2 The most involved way, in which the 
whole following passage can be taken, is to 
be found in Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, 
p. 129 ff. He begins, in spite of the absence 
of a particle (otv or 5é€), with eis dvdpa réAcvov 
anew sentence, of which the verb is avéjow- 
pev, ver. 15; the latter is a self-encourage- 
ment to growth; but iva uyxére x.7.A. is de- 
pendent on avéjowpner. In this way, in 
place of the simple evolution of the dis- 
course, such asis so specially characteris- 
tic of this Epistle, there is forced upon it an 
artificially-involved period, and there is in- 


troduced an exhortation as yet entirely 
foreign to the connection (only with ver. 17 . 
does Paul return to the hortatory address). ; 
3 And Bleek thereon; Plato, Legg. xi. 
p. 929 C, 1. p. 643 D; Xen. Cyr. i. 2.4; Polyb. 
iv. 8.1, v. 29. 2. Comp. also, for the figura- 
tive sense, Philo, de agric. I., p. 301, Leg. ad, 
Caium, init. S 
4 Comp. Hom. J/, xi. 225: émi p' nBns épixv- 
Séos, tkero métpov, Od. xi. 317: el nBns pmétpov 
ixowto, XViii. 217. 
5 Dem. 17. 11; 1352. 11;. Ken. Mem. iv. 2. 3. 
® So Morus, Koppe, Storr, Flatt, Matthies, 
Holzhausen, Harless, and others. 
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precise definition of the aetas, ‘‘age,” in itself indefinite, is only given by rot 
mAnp. t. Xp., which belongs to it (Winer, p. 172); so that #AuKia tov Amp. tT. 
Xp. taken together characterizes the adult age of the Christians. [See Note 
XLIV., p. 486.]—rov rAnpdpuatoc 7. Xp.] defines the age which is meant, as 
that to which the fulness of Christ is peculiar, 7.¢., in which one receives the ful- 
ness of Christ. Before the attainment thereof, 7.¢., before one has attained to 
this degree of Christian perfection, one has received, indeed, individual and 
partial charismatic endowment from Christ, but not yet the fulness, the 
whole largas copias, ‘‘ large supplies,” of gifts of grace, which Christ commu- 
nicates. Afpwua is here, just as at il. 19, not the church of Christ,’ which 
in i. 23 is doubtless so characterized, but not so named. This also in oppo- 
sition to Baur, p. 438, according to whom 16 rAgp. 7. Xp. means : ‘‘ Christ’s 

cing filled, or the contents with which Christ fills Himself, thus the 
church.” All explanations, moreover, which resolve rAgpwua into an ad- 
jectival notion (rAypwHeic) are arbitrary changes of the meaning of the word 
and of its expressive representation, whether this adjectival notion be con- 
nected with #jAkiac? or with rov Xpicrov.2 Grotius, doubtless, leaves rif. 
as a substantive ; but, at variance with linguistic usage, makes of it the be- 
ing full, and of r. Xp.,‘ the knowledge of Christ (‘‘ad eum staturae modum, 
qui est plenus Christi, ¢.e., cognitionis de Christo,” ‘‘to the measure of 
the stature that is full of Christ, ¢.¢., of knowledge concerning Christ”). 
Riickert takes rAgjpwpa as perfection, and row Xpicrov as genitive of the posses- 
sor. The meaning of the word he takes to be: ‘‘ We are to become just as 
perfect a man as Christ is.” Christ stands before us as the ideal of manly 
greatness and beauty, the church not yet grown to maturity, but destined to 
be like Him, as perfect as He is,—which is a figure of spiritual perfection 
and completion. But A#peua nowhere signifies perfection (reAecdryc), and 
nowhere is Christ set forth, even in a merely figurative way, as an ideal of 
manly greatness and beauty. He stands there as Head of His body (vy. 12, 
15, 16). As little, finally, as at ili. 19, does rAgpwua rod Xp. here signify the 
full gracious presence of Christ.’ So also Matthies : ‘‘the fulness of the Di- 
vinity manifest in Christ and through Him also embodied in the church.” 
Where the rAg4pwua tod Xp. is communicated, there the full gracious presence 


1 Storr, Koppe, Stolz, Flatt, Baumgarten- other hand: “Christus... in exemplum 
Crusius. proponitur corpori suo mystico, ... ut, 


2Sc Luther: ‘‘of the perfect age of 
Christ.”»> Comp. Castalio, Calvin (‘‘ plena 
actas,” ‘‘full age’’), Estius, Michaelis, and 
others; in which case tod Xprotod has by 
some been taken sensu mystico, ‘“‘in a mys- 
tic sense,”” of the church, by others (see 
Morus and Rosenmiiller) a@ quam Chr. nos 
ducit, ‘‘to which Christ leads us,” or the 
like, has been inserted. 

3 So most expositors, who take jArcia as 
stature. Itis explained: stature of the full- 
grown Christ, as to which Beza says, 
“Dicitur ... Christus non in sese, sed in 
nobis adolescere,” ‘‘ Christ is said to grow, 
not in Himself, but in us ;’’ Wolf, on the 


quemadmodum ipse qua homo se ostendit 
sapientia crescentem, prout annis et statura 
auctus fuit, ita fideles quoque sensim incre- 
menta capiant in fide et cognitione, tandem- 
que junctim perfectum virum Christo .. . 
similem sistunt,”’ ‘‘ Christ is set forth as an 
example to His mystical body .. . so that 
as He as man shows Himself growing in wis 
dom as He grew in years and stature, so 
believers also might gradually receive ad- 
ditions in faith and knowledge, and at 
length jointly present the perfect man in 
Christ.’? Comp. Erasmus, Paraphr. 

4 So already Oecumenius. 

5 Harless ; comp. Holzhausen. 
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of Christ zs in man’s heart (Rom. viii. 10; Gal. iii, 20), but rd rAgp. rob Xp. 
does not mean this. 


Remark 1.—The question whether the goal to be attained,indicated by Paul in 
ver. 13, is thought of by him as occurring in the temporal life, or only in the aldv 
uédAwv, ‘world to come,’’ is answered in the former sense by Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Oecumenius, Jerome, Ambrosiaster, Thomas, Luther, Cameron, 
Estius, Calovius, Michaelis, Morus, and others, including Flatt (who thinks of 
the last times of the church on earth), Riickert, Meier, de Wette, Schenkel ; in 
the latter sense,’ by Theodoret (rij¢ dé tedevdrytoc év TH péddovTi Bi tevrkdueba), 
Calvin, Zanchius, Koppe, and others, including Holzhausen ; while Harless 
judges that Paul sets forth the goal as the goal of the life of Christian fellow- 
ship here upon earth, but says nothing on the question as to whether it is to 
be attained here or in the life to come ; as also Olshausen is of opinion that 
Paul had not even thought of the contrast between here below and there. But 
vy. 14, 15 show most distinctly that Paul thought of the goal in ver. 13 as set- 
ting in even before the Parousia ; and to this points also the comparison of iii. 
19, where, in substance, the same thing as is said at our passage by el¢ uétpov 
qiikiag «.T.2., is expressed by iva rAnpwobite cig wav TO TAVPWua TOV Oeov. The 
development of the whole Christian community to the goal here described, Paul 
has thus thought of as near at hand, beyond doubt setting in (ver, 14) after the 
working of the antichristian principle preceding the Parousia,? as a conse- 
quence of this purifying process, and then the Parousia itself. We have conse- 
quently here a pointing to the state of unity of faith and knowledge,? which 
sets in after the last storms Tov éveordrog aidvo¢g rovypov (Gal. i. 4), and then is 
at once followed by the consummation of the kingdom of Christ by the Pa- 
rousia.4 With this view 1 Cor. xiii. 11 is not at variance, where the time after 
is compared with the age of manhood; the same figure is rather employed 
by Paul to describe different future conditions, according as the course of the 
discussion demanded. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 20, iii. 1. On the other hand, the 
reason adduced for the reference to an earthly goal,> namely, that after the 
Parousia there is not faith, but sight, is invalid ; for see on 1 Cor. xiii. 13. 

Remark 2.—Méype xarartyjowpev «.7.2. is not to be interpreted to the effect, 
that with the setting in of the unity, etc., the functions thought of in ver. 11 
would cease,—which rather will be the case only at the Parousia (1 Cor. xiii. 
8-10, iii. 13 ff.),—but the time of the unity, etc., is itself included in the (last) 
period of the duration of those churchly ministrations, so that only the Pa- 


1 In fact, Fathers of the church (Augus- 
tine, de Civ. ii. 15; and see also Jerome, 
Epit. P. 12) and scholastic writers (Anselm, 
Thomas) have referred our passage to the 
resurrection of the dead, of whom it is held 
to be here said, that they would all be rais- 
ed in full manly age like Christ. Several 
(already Origen, as is asserted by Jerome, 
ad Pammach. Ep. 61, and afterwards Scotus) 
have even inferred that all women (with 
the exception of Mary) would arise of the 
male sex ! 

2 See on vi. 11; Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 348 f. 

3 This ériyvwors is consequently not yet 


the perfect one, which occurs after the Pa- 
rousia, as it is described 1 Cor. xiii. 12. 

4 According to Schwegler, /.c. p. 381, our 
passage betrays the later author, who, tak- 
ing aretrospective view from the Montanis- 
tic standpoint, could conceive the thought 
of such a division into epochs. As though 
Paul himself, looking forward from his 
view, as he expresses it, ¢.g., 1 Cor. xii. 4 ff., 
could not also have hoped for a speedy de- 
velopment unto unity of the faith, ‘etc. ! 
The hypothesis of a ‘‘ certain time-interest” 
(Baur) was not needed for this purpose, 

5 Calovius and Estius. 


460 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


rousia is their terminus. The distinction made by Tittmann, Synon. p. 33 f., 
between dype and péypi—which in fact receive merely from the connection the 
determination of the point, whether the ‘‘until”’ is to be taken inclusively or 
exclusively—is invented.! The distinction of the two words lies not in the 
signification, but in the original sensuous mode of conception which was 
associated with the until: “‘quum altera particula spatium illud, quoad 
aliquid pertinere diceretur, metiretur ex altitudine, altera vero ex longitudine,” 
‘‘since one particle would measure the space, as to which anything would be 
said to pertain, from its height, but the other from its length,” Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 225. , 


Ver. 14. "Iva] cannot, at all events, introduce the design of the attained 
goal in ver. 18, in opposition to which aiffowyev, ver. 15, clearly testifies ; 
since, in the case of him who has already become the avijp réAevoc, the avédverv no 
longer has place. But it is also arbitrary to refer the affirmation of aim to 
vv. 11, 12,2as Harless would do,* who holds ver. 13 and ver. 14 ff. as co-ordi- 
nate, so that ver. 18 describes the final goal up to which the arrangement 
endures, and ver. 14 ff. the design of this same. That ver. 14 stands in a 
subordinate relation to ver. 13, is shown by the retaining of the same figure, 
as by iva itself, which is not preceded by another iva, or something similar, 
to which it would be parallel. If Paul had referred iva to vv. 11, 12, it 
would have been logically the most natural course to arrange the verses 
thus: vv. 11, 12, 14, 15, 18, 16. The relation of our sentence expressive 
of aim to the preceding is rather as follows : while in ver. 13 there was ex- 
pressed the terminus ad quem, whichis appointed to the labor-task, contained 
in ver. 12, of the teachers given according to ver. 11 by Christ, there is now 
adduced that which is aimed at in the case with a view to the ultimate attain- 
ment of that terminus ad quem, namely, the change, which meanwhile, in 
accordance with that final aim, is to take place in the—till then still current 
—condition of the church. This change, divinely aimed at, is characterized 
ver. 14 in its negative nature (uyKéte x.t.A.), and ver. 15 in its positive nature 
(GAnOebovrec d8 K.7.A.). —pnxéte] no longer, as this is still at present the case. 
It points to the influence, which had at that time not yet ceased, of false 
teachers in the Christian church at large (see ver. 13). Of false teachers in 
Ephesus itself there is in our Epistle still no trace, although in Acts xx. 29 f. 
Paul had already expressed their future emergence. — v#rvo:] for, in order 
to attain to full maturity, one must first emerge out of the state of child- 
hood. What Paul here represents as vyridéryc, namely, the dependence on 
false teachers, in connection with which the évérye described in ver. 13 can- 
not set in, he himself expresses by ckAvdwvelduevor, becoming tossed by 
waves (Isa. lvii. 20) and driven to and fro (as a ship abandoned to the break- 
ers), on which figurative representation of restless passive subjection to in- 
fluences, comp. Heb. xiii. 9 ; Jas. i. 6 ; Jude 12 f.; Josephus, Antt. ix. 11. 
3; Aristaenet. 1. 27 ; Dio Chrys. Orat. 32. — ravti avéuw ric didacKar.| Ti 
tpori dé éupévav kar avéuoug éxddAece Tag diaddpove didacKadiac, ‘‘ continuing the 


1 See Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 308 f. Zanchius. 
2 Koppe, Flatt; comp. Michaelis and 3 Comp. Bleek. 
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trope, he called differences of doctrine, winds,” Theophylact. Comp. Plut. 
de aud. poet. p. 28 D: uh ravti Abyw rAd Lov, KorEp rvebuaTt, TapadWode Eavtdv, 
‘‘lest presenting himself obliquely to every word, as to a breeze.” The 
use of the article with didackad. denotes the doctrine in abstracto, ‘the 
abstract.” In the fact that now this, now that, is taught according to varying 
tendencies, there blows now this, now that, wind of doctrine. That Paul has 
Jalse teachers before his mind, is evident from the context. — év rH «vBela 
“av avOpor.] instrumental: becoming tossed and driven to and fro by every 
wind of doctrine in virtue of the deceit of men. After didack. no comma is 
to be placed.’ xv Beta, from xiBoc (eubus), a die, means properly dice-play ; ? 
then in a derived signification fraudulentia, ‘‘ deceit.” * Comp. the German 
Spiel. In this signification the word has also passed over to the language 
of the Rabbins 8343p.‘ Others have explained it as: levitas, temeritas, 
‘‘inconstancy, heedlessness,” '—which notion (like the German auf’s Spiel 
setzen: to put at stake) kvBebev really expresses in Plat. Prot. p. 814 A; 
Meleag. 73,°—but this is opposed to the context, which represents the false 
teachers as deceivers. — rv avporuv| Instead of being under the gracious 
influence of Christ (ver. 18), and thereby becoming strong and firm (comp. 
ii. 16 ff.), one is given up to the deceptive play of men / — év ravoupyia mpod¢ 
tay usbodeiav tho TAdync] more precisely defining parallel to the preceding : 
by means of cunning, which is effectual for the machination of error. On 
ravoupyia, comp. 1 Cor. iii. 19 ; 2 Cor. iv. 2, xi. 3; Plat. Menew. p. 247 A. 
peOodeia is preserved only here and vi. 11, but from the use of péfodoc’ and 
peOodebw,*® is not doubtful as to its signification. Advy means error, also at 
Matt. xxvii. 64 ; Rom. i. 27; 2 Pet. iii. 17, ii. 18 ; Jas. v. 20. Whether this 
has been brought about through the fault of lying and immorality ° must be 
decided by the context, as this must in reality be assumed to be the thought 
of the apostle in the present case, both from the connection and from the 
view which Paul had formed on the basis of experience (not, as Riickert 
pronounces, from a certain dogmatical defiance, which had remained with 
him as his weak side ; comp. on the other hand, on 2 Cor. xi. 12) with 
regard to the false teachers of his time (2 Cor. ii. 17, xi. 13 f.; Gal. il. 4, 
vi. 12; Phil. ii. 21), although it is not involved in the word in itself. To 
take rAdvy as seduction” is not to be justified by linguistic usage, since it al- 
ways (also 2 Thess. ii. 11) means error, delusion, going astray ; as with the 
Greek writers also it never has that active meaning.—rAdvye is genitivus sub- 
jecti, ‘‘a subjective genitive ;” the rAdvy, which jeOodetes, is personified, in 
which case, however, it would be quite arbitrary to say, with Bengel: erroris, 
i.e., Satanae, ‘‘ of error, 7.¢., of Satan.”” Compare rather the frequent personifi- 


1 Comp. Lachmann and Tischendorf. 

2 Plato, Phaedr. p. 274D; Xen. Mem. i. 3. 
2; Athen. x. p. 445 A. 

3 Arrian. Zpict. ii. 19, iii. 21, and see Oecu- 
menius. 

4 See Schoettgen, Horae, p. 775; Buxtorf, 
Lex. Talm. p. 1984. 

5 Beza, Salmasius, 
others. 


Morus, Flatt, and 


6 See Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 89. 

72 Mace. xiii. 18; Esth. xvi. 13; Plut. Mor. 
p. 176 A; Artem. iii. 25; Aristaen. i. 17. 

8 2 Sam. xix. 27; Aquila, Ex. xxi. 13 ; Diod. 
Sic. vii. 16; Charit. vii. 6. 

® Harless. 

10 Luther, Beza, and o+hers, including 
Rickert, Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette. 
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cations of duapria, dccatcoobyy (Rom, vi. 16 ff., al.), and the like. The article 
is not necessary before xpd¢ tr. uebod.,’ since ravovpy. has no article ; hence 
no reason whatever exists for attaching mpoc r. weOod. «.7.A., with Riickert, to 
the participle (‘‘driven about... according to the several arts of seduc- 
tion”), by which év xavovpy. is singularly isolated. —We may add that, 
when it is said that the fluctuation between different doctrinal opinions, 
here presupposed as a matter of fact, is not suitable to the apostolic age,” 
too much is asserted. Paul had experienced enough of this sort of waver- 
ing : all his Epistles testify of it. 

Ver. 15. Still connected with iva, ver. 14. — dé] after the negative prota- 
sis : on the other hand, yet doubtless.? In order that we... on the other 
hand, confessing the truth, may grow in love, etc. adnbebew means nothing 
else than in Gal. iv. 6, verwm dicere, ‘‘to speak the truth,” opposite of 
etvdecha,* which here, as contrast to the repidépecbar ravti avéuw tH¢ didac- 
Kadiac, is the confession of the evangelic arnbera. év ayary belongs to avffo.,° 
the ethical element of which it denotes ; for love (to the brethren) is the 
sphere, apart from which the growth of the mystic body, whose members are 
held together by love,* does not take place, iii. 18 ; 1 Cor. xii. 12 ff., comp. 
xiii. 1. With how great weight is this element here placed at the begin- 
ning and ver. 16 at the end ; and how definitely is the hint already thereby 
given to take év ayary together with aiéjo., in keeping with its connection 
in ver. 16 ! Others, nevertheless, connect it with aAndebovrec, in doing which 
some explain, yet not without diversities in specifying the sense,’ veritatem 
sectantes cum caritate, ‘‘ striving after truth with love ;”® others : sincere dili- 
gentes, ‘‘ sincerely loving.” °® But neither of these interpretations is to be 
linguistically justified, since aAnGebey never means fo strive after truth, or to 
hold fast the truth, to possess the truth, or the like, but always to speak the 
truth (comp. also Prov. xxi. 3; Ecclus. xxxi. 4), to which, likewise, the 
sense of to verify, to prove as true, found e.g. in Xen. Anabd. vii. 7. 25, Isa. 
xliv. 26, may be traced back. Against the second of these interpretations ” 
there is also in particular the context, seeing that sincere love would bea quite 
unsuitable contrast to the spiritual immaturity given up to the false teachers, 
which is described ver. 14. If, however, we should seek to connect dA7feb- 
ew in the correct sense of verwm dicere, ‘‘to speak the truth,” with év dyéry 
(confessing the truth in love), then only the love not towards others in gen- 


1 In opposition to Riickert. 

2 Baur, p. 448. 

3 See Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 171 f.; Klotz, 
ad Devar. p. 360 f. 

4 Comp. Xen. Anabd. i. 7. 18, iv. 4.15; Mem. 
i. 15; Plat. Demod. p. 383 C ; Phil. Leg. Alleg. 
TI. p. 84 A; de vesip. Noé, p. 280 E. 

5 Comp. already Lucifer: ‘‘ crescamus in 
caritate,” “let us grow in love.” 

6 Comp. Chrysostom. 

7 Calvin and most expositors: ‘ veritatis 
studio adjungere etiam mutuae communi- 
cationis studium, ut placide simul profi- 
ciant,”’ ‘“‘to the pursuit of truth to add also 


the pursuit of mutual communication, that 
they may advance together calmly.” Cas- 
talio, Bullinger, Rtickert: ‘‘to hold fast to 
the truth received and investigated ... so 
that . . . our firmness may be tempered by 
a friendly consideration for the weaker.” 

§ Valla, Erasmus, Calvin, Bullinger, Calo- 
vius, Wolf, Michaelis, Zachariae, Koppe, 
Stolz, Flatt, Riickert, Bleek, de Wette? et 
a. 

® Luther, Bucer, Grotius, Loesner, Morus, 
et al.; comp. also Beza and Matthies. 

10 Luther, ete. 
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eral,’ but towards those of another confession, could be meant ; and this too, 
would here, where the latter are described as deceptive teachers of error, 
be at variance with the context. Harless, it is true, rightly connects év 
ayary with avégo., but explains dAybebovrec : being true in evangelical disposi- 
tion, and then brings év ayary cic abrév together. Against this may be urged, 
not indeed the hyperbaton,* but the fact that aA70. is not taken in accord- 
ance with correct linguistic usage, and that the definition “‘in evangelical 
disposition,” is imported at variance with the context (since we have here a 
contrast not to the ravoupyia of the false teachers, but to the childish repigé- 
pecbat rav7l avéuy K.7.A.) ; as also that the corresponding év dydrn of ver. 16 
shows that év dyary in ver. 15 does not mean love to Christ. Wrongly also 
Baumgarten-Crusius, although connecting with aig., renders : possessing the 
truth. — avg#owuev] dependent on iva, ver. 14, is not to be taken, according 
to classic usage, transitively (1 Cor. iii. 6 f. ; 2 Cor. ix. 10), as Valla, Mol- 
denhauer, and others held, but intransitively (comp. ii. 21, and see Wet- 
stein, I. p. 335), to grow ; for, in keeping with the figure iva pyxéte Sper 
varwot, it represents the progressive development of the Christian life. Comp. 
ver. 16. Bengel aptly observes : ‘“‘haec aiéyoue . . . media est inter in- 
Jantes et virum,” ‘‘this increase is between childhood and manhood.” 
— ic aitéyv] in reference to Him. Christ is indeed the Head of the body, 
the growth of the members of which thus stands in constant relation 
to Christ, can never take place apart from relation to Him as determining 
and regulating it, to whom the course of the development must harmo- 
niously correspond. The commentary to eic airév is furnished by the fol- 
lowing é of ray 7d céua x.7.2. ; the relation of the growth to the head, which 
is expressed in an ascending direction by eic¢ arév, is expressed in a descend- 
ing direction by é ov.° The sense : into the resemblance of Christ,‘ is op- 
posed to the context (since Christ is thought of as head) ; as also the expla- 
nation of Koppe and Holzhausen :° ‘to grow up in Him,” is inappropriate, 
since the body as little grows up to the head, or reaches forth to the head,® 
as it grows into the head.” Others have taken eic for év,* but this was a 
mistaken make-shift, whether it was explained with Cornelius a Lapide : 
“‘Christi capitis virtute et influeu,” ‘by the virtue and influence of Christ 
as Head,” or even with Grotius : ‘‘ipsius cognitione,” ‘by his knowledge.” 
— ra rayra]| is rightly explained : in all points, in every respect (comp. 1 Cor. 
ix. 25, x. 88, xi. 2, and see on Acts xx. 35), in which case, however, the ar- 
ticle has not generally been attended to. Harless refers it to the previously 


1 This in opposition to Hofmann. 
2 Bernhardy, p. 460; Kiihner, II. p. 627 f. 


junction of év (6:4) and eis, Col. i. 16 f. 
4 Zanchius and others. 


3 This treating of eis avrév and (ver. 16) éé 
od as parallel is not “ paradoxical’? (de 
Wette), but represents the relation as it is. 
—Christ the goal and source of the develop- 
ment of life in the church, é.ée., to Christ 
withal is directed the whole aim which de- 
termines this development, and from Christ 
proceeds all endowment, by which it is ren- 
dered possible and takes place. Analogous, 
and just as little paradoxical, is the con- 


5 Comp. de Wette and Bleek. 


6 Hofmann. 
7JIn opposition to Matthies : ‘‘¢o grow *n- 
to Him, i.e... . ever more deeply to be- 


come absorbed into His infinitely true and 
holy nature. 

8 Luther, in the original editions, has not: 
“an dem das Haupt ist,” but “an den, der 
das Haupt ist.” 

® So still Meier and Matthies. 
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mentioned évéryc in its contrast to the wavering of unsettled knowledge. 
But since the évéryj¢ of ver. 12 appears as the goal to be attained by the 
growth, and since, moreover, not several things (a plurality) are thereby 
denoted, to which the plural ra ravra might relate, this view cannot appear 
in keeping with the context. The explanation which most naturally sug- 
gests itself is: in all the points of our growth, wherein the emphasis re- 
mains upon eic avrév. Our growth shall, in all points in which we grow, 
proceed in relation to Him, who is the Head, etc. Koppe, Wahl, and Holz- 
hausen regard ra ravra as nominative, explaining it of all the members. But 
in that case of révrec must have been written. Comp. ver. 138. —6¢ éorw 7 
Kegaay Xpioréc] significant more precise definition and very emphatic nam- 
ing of the subject intended by cic airdv, although this subject was self-evi- 
dent. Paul did not write rdv Xpuordv (as apposition to airév), but in accord- 
ance with the usual Greek construction he drew the apposition into the ac- 
cessory clause.!. According to de Wette, 6 Xp. is merely to serve for facili- 
tating the construction with the following é¢ ov, and thus to have merely a 
formal significance. But of such a facilitating there was no nced whatever. 

Ver. 16. Harmony of what is said, ver. 15, for all individuals, with the 
objective relation of Christ to the whole as the organism growing by way 
of unity out of Christ. Comp. Col. ii. 19. — Hrom whom the whole body, be- 
coming jfitly framed together and compacted (becomes compacted and), by means 
of each sensation of the supply (of Christ), according to an operation propor- 
tionate to the measwre of each several part, bringeth about the growth of the 
body, to the edifying of itself in love. —é& ob| is equivalent neither to cic 6v,? 
nor to per quem, ‘‘ through whom,” but denotes the causal going forth, as 
Col. l.c.; 1 Cor. viii. 6; 2 Cor. v. 1, xiii. 4; and frequently.4— ray 76 
coua] wav has the emphasis: the whole body, thus no member being ex- 
cepted ; it glances back to oi ravrec, ver. 13. — ovvappor. x. ovuiBat.| Pres- 
ent participle, expressing what was continuously in actu, ‘in act.” As to 
ovvapyor., Comp. On il. 21 ; cvuf.Bdto is employed by classical writers of 
men or of single parts of things, which one brings together into an alliance, 
to reconciliation, to a unity,® and might be employed here the more aptly, 
inasmuch as the single parts of which the collective mass designated by 
mav Td odwa consists, are the different Christian individuals. A distinction 
in the notion of the two words, such as is asserted by Bengel (ovvapyos. de- 
notes the jitting together, and ovyu.8. the fastening together) and Grotius 
(the latter denotes a closer union than the former), is arbitrarily assumed. 
The distinction consists only in this, that cvvapyoa. corresponds to the figure, 
and ov3:8. to the thing figuratively represented. With regard to the for- 
mer, observe that dpuovia also, with the Greeks often denotes the harmonious 
relation of unity between the body and its parts.*— The verb to é ob ray Td 


1 See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 414A: 2 Koppe. 


EVPHTEL TOUS WS GANDAs SiKacTas, Olmep Kal Aé- 
yovrar exer Suxagety Mivws te kai ‘Paddjavdos 
kai Alaxos. Pflugk, ad Hur. Hec.771. Comp. 
2Cor, x. 13; Winer, p. 469; Ellendt, Zea. 
Soph. II. p. 368, 


3’ Morus, Flatt, Holzhausen. 

4 See Bernhardy, p. 225. 

5 Herod i. 74; Thue. ii. 29. 5; Plato, Rep. - 
p. 504 A; comp. Col. ii. 2. 

§ See Jacobs, Delect. epigr. vii. 39. 
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Copa ovvapy. K. ovuB.B. 18 THv absqowv Tod cp. Toveira, in which the repetition 
of rov cduaroc is neither negligence ' nor a Hebraism,? but is introduced for 
the sake of perspicuity on account of the intervening definitions, as is often 
the case with classical writers.* — did rdone doje rie éxcyopny. | belongs not to 
ovuBiBat. (So ordinarily), to which connection the erroneous interpretation 
of d¢f as band (see below) led, but to -7v abgyow roveita.* It is not the union 
that is brought about by the aga? rig éxeyopny., but the growth, inasmuch as 
Christ, from whom as Head the union proceeds, bestows the émyopnyia for 
the growth. ao” is usually explained junctura, ‘‘joining,”® commissura, 
means of connection, joint, and the like. But without any support from lin- 
guistic usage. It may signify ® contact, also holding fast, adhesion, and the 
like,’ but it never means vincwlum, ‘‘ bond” (cvvady). Rightly Chrysostom 
and Theodoret have already explained it by aioAjoic, feeling, perception.® 
Hofmann® prefers the signification : contact, and understands the connection 
of the several parts of the body, whereby the one supplies to the other that 
which is necessary to growth, which supply in the case of the recipient 
takes place by means of contact with it. In this way raoa don rae éxeyopny- 
would be every contact which serves for supplying, and the éxiyopnyia would 
be the communication of the requisites for growth by one part of the body to 
the other. But the former Paul would have very indistinctly expressed by 
the mere genitive (instead of ric ériyop. he might have written rjc mpdc rH 
éxcyopnyaiv), and the latter is imported, since the reader after é ob could 
only understand the éxcyopnyia proceeding from Christ. If we were to take 
def in the sense of contact, the above explanation of Oecumenius would 
be the simplest (every contact, which the body experiences through the 
éxtxopnyia of Christ) ; but there may be urged against it, that the expres- 
sion instead of the mere dd réone éxcyopnyiac would be only diffuse and 
circumstantial without special reason, while the expression : ‘‘ sensation of 
the érzyopnyia,” very appropriately points to the growth through the influ- 
ence of Christ from within outward. [See Note XLY., p. 486.]— rie 
éxcxopny.| Genit. objecti, ‘objective genitive :” every feeling in which the 
supply is perceived, experienced. What supply is meant by the éxcyopnyia 
with the article becomes certain from the context, namely, that which is 
afforded by Christ (through the Holy Spirit), z.¢., the influence of Christ, by 


1 Rickert. 

2 Grotius. 

3 See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. XXXv.}3 
Kriiger, Anab. p. 27; Ellendt, ad Arrian. 
Eup. Al. i. 55. 

4 Zanchius, Bengel, and others. 

5 Vulgate. 

6 As in Lucian, de ductu 9,and often in 
Plutarch. 

7 In virtue of this signification there was 
denoted by 4¢7 also the fine sand with 
which the oiled athletes sprinkled each oth- 
er, in order to be able to take a firm grasp 
(see Steph. Thesaur. s.v.). Thence Bengel 
derives the interpretation: ansae ad mutu- 


30 


um auxilium, “* handle for mutual aid.’”’ An 
arbitrary abstraction from a conception en- 
tirely foreign to the context. Comp. Au- 
gustine, de civ. Dei, xxii. 18: “tactum sub- 
ministrationis,” ‘‘contact for supply,” and 
see Oecumenius : 4 ard Tod XpioTov Katiovca 
Tvevpatiky SUvapis EvdS EKATTOV MEAOUS 
avtTod amtomeéevn, “the spiritual power 
coming from Christ, laying hold of each one 
of His members.”’ 

8 See Plato, Zocr. p. 100 D, E; Pol. vii. 
p. 523 E; and the passages in Wetstein. So 
also Col. ii. 19. 

9 Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 182- 


466 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


which He supplies to His body the powers of life and development necessary 
to a growth in keeping with its destiny (émyopqyei, 2 Cor. ix. 10; Gal. 
iii. 5, exhibet, ‘presents ;” the substantive occurs only further at Phil. i. 19, 
not in Greek writers). Those who understand dy as bond, take rij¢ eéri- 
yopny., partly correctly in this same sense,' save that they explain the geni- 
tive as a genitive of apposition, partly ® of the reciprocal service-rendering of 
the members,—an explanation which,’ originating in the erroneous interpre- 
tation of df, introduces into the context something heterogeneous. Beza 
transmutes rfc émcyopyy. into an unmeaning participle : ‘‘ per omnes suppedi- 
tatas commissuras,” ‘‘ through all supplied joints.” — kar’ évépy. év wétpy évo¢ 
éx. wép.| belongs neither to rac érvyopyy.,4 in which case, it is true, the non- 
repetition of the article might be justified on the ground of a blending of 7 
éxiyopnyla Kar’ évépyevav k.T.2. into one conception, but on the other hand may 
be urged the fact that év pérpp x.7.2., a8 a specification of measure, points of 
itself to the growth, not to the émyopyyia ; nor to ovufiBag.,° to which even 
what precedes did not belong, but : after Paul has stated whereby the body 
grows (dia rdo. doje tHe éxtyopny.), he now also adds the relation in which it 
brings about its growth, namely, according to an efficacy in keeping with the 
measure of each several part, i.e., so that the growing body in its growth fol- 
lows an activity of development in keeping with the measure peculiar to each 
several part of the body, consequently no disproportioned monstrous growth 
results, but one which is pursuant to proportion, adapted to the varied meas- 
ure of the several parts (so that, e.g., the hand does not grow disproportion- 
ately larger than the foot, etc.). Without figure: From Christ the church 
accomplishes its progressive development according to an efficacy, which is 
not equal in all individuals, but appropriate to the degree of development 
appointed for each several individual. Riickert and Bretschneider take xa?’ 
évépysvay adverbially : after a powerful manner. But évépyeca in itself -does 
not denote powerful working, but efficacy, activity in general, so that it 
would need a more precise definition for the sense supposed (i. 19, iii. 7 ; 
Phil. iii. 21; Col. i. 20, ii. 12; 2 Thess. ii. 9, 11). — év uétpw] according to 
measure, pro mensura,; see Bernhardy, p. 211 ; Winer, p. 845. — pépove] is 
held by Harless to denote the several parts, which again in their turn ap- 
pear as having the control of the other members (pastors, etc., ver. 11). Against 
this is évd¢ éxdorov. It denotes, according to the context, in contradistinc- 
tion to the whole of the body each part of the body, whether this part may be 
a whole member or in turn only a portion of a member (comp. Luke xi. 36), 
and is hence of wider meaning than péAove. —avgyow] in the N. T. only 
further at Col. ii. 19, often with Greek writers,® also 2 Macc. v. 16. — 
roweirat] produces for itself (sibi), hence the middle; comp. subsequently eic 


1 Riickert, Harless, Olshausen. genitive of definition (on behalf of). Butsee 
2So Luther and most expositors, includ- above, in opposition to Hofmann. 

ing Matthies, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, * Koppe, Meier, de Wette, and many. 

de Wette. 5 Harless [and Engelhardt]. 
In which case the genitive rs émex. ®More classic, however, is aig). See 


would have to be taken, with Grotius, de Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. vi. p. 509 B. 
Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others, as 
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oixodou. éavrov. —The sense: for the perfecting of itself (aim of tiv aityo. 
roveitar), is expressed, as at ver. 12, in another, dissimilar, but likewise very 
familiar figure, by ei¢ oi«od. éavtod. — év aydery] Love of all one to another is 
the ethical sphere, within which the abgyow roveicbac cic olkod. éavrod on the 
part of the whole body proceeds—outside of which this cannot take place. 
Comp. ver. 15. On account of ver. 15, the connection with ry abou 
roveirae ei¢ olxod. éavrov is More in keeping with the context than the usual 
one with the mere ei¢ oikod. éavrov. — We may add, that the mode of regard- 
ing the church in our passage is not ‘genuinely Gnostic,” as Baur pro- 
nounces, but genuinely Pauline. Comp. especially 1 Cor. xii. 14-27. 

Ver. 17. That odv, like the Latin ergo, here resumes ver. 1,1 is rightly as- 
sumed ; since the exhortation begun vv. 1-3 is really interrupted by the 
digression, vv. 4-16, and the duty now following pyxéte mepurarteiv x.7.A., 18 
but the negative side of the d&iw¢e mepimatqoa x.t.2. of ver. 1. Theodoret 
aptly observes : rddw avédaBe tho Tapawvécewc Td Tpooiwwor, ‘‘ again he recurred 
to the beginning of the exhortation.” —rovro] to be referred forwards: 
What follows then (now to return to my exhortations) J say and asseverate, ete. 
—paprbpoua does not signify obsecro, ‘‘ I beseech,” but I testify, i.¢., I assever- 
ate, aver. See on Gal. v. 3. Since, however, there lies in this expression 
and in /éyw the notion of exhortation and precept, there is no need of supply- 
ing dev to the following infinitive.? — év xupiw] not per Dominum, ‘‘ by the 
Lord,” * which would be rpo¢ xvpiov (comp. on Rom. ix. 1), and with papripowa 
would have to be denoted by rdv kipiov ;* but rather, as at Rom. ix. 1, 
1 Thess. iv. 1 : in the Lord, so that Paul expresses that not in respect of his 
own individuality does he speak and aver, but that Christ withal is the ele- 
ment, in which his thinking and willing moves,—through which, therefore, 
the 2éy@ and ywaprip. has its distinctively Christian character. — pyxére] after 
that ye, from being Gentiles, have become Christians. — xaOo¢ Kai ra Aoura 
20vn x.T.A.] The xaé has its reference in the former walk of the readers. 
These are no longer to have such a walk, as was, like their previous walk, 
that also of the other, i.e., the still unconverted (comp. ii. 3; 1 Thess. iv. 
13) Gentiles. —7rd Aowrd] for the readers, although Christians, belonged 
nationally to the category of Gentiles. — év paraiéryte tod vodg abroév] (not 
aitov) is the subjective sphere, in which the walk of the other Gentiles takes 
place, namely, in nothingness (truthlessness) of their thinking and willing 
(vovc), which, however, neither denotes, after the Hebrew yiiEp idol-worship,° 
nor is it to be referred, with Grotius, especially to the philosophers (comp. 
1 Cor. iii. 20), but is to be understood of the whole intellectual and moral char- 
acter (comp. 2 Pet. ii. 18) of heathenism, in which the rational and moral 
principle (the voice) is theoretically and practically estranged from the 


1 Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 22 f.: Klotz, a@ 
Devar. p. 718. 

2 See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 2.1; Butt- 
mann, neut. Gr. p. 235 [E. T. 273]; also 
Heind. ad Plat. Prot. p. 346 B. 

3 Theodoret : id wdptupt yap Hyot TO Kuply 
tadTa Aéyw, ‘He says, ‘I say this with the 
Lord as witness ;’ ’’ so already Chrysostom 


and most expositors, including Koppe, 
Flatt, Olshausen. 

4J call the Lord to witness, Plat. Phil. 
p. 12 B; Eur. Phoen. 629; Soph. Oed. Col. 
817. 

5 See, in opposition to this, Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. i. 21. 
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truth (ver. 18), and subject to error and the service of sin (ver. 19). We 
may add, that the paraidry¢ is not an inborn one,' but (Rom. vii. 7 ff.) one 
that has come to pass, although it has come to pass @pcex (ii. 3). Comp. Rom. 
1 Paiby tie. NG} 

Ver. 18 exhibits the ground of the fact, that the Gentiles walk év parasdryrte 
tov vod¢e avtav, Which ground is twofold according to the twofold power 
belonging to the voice, the intelligent and the practical. To the former éoxorapé- 
vow relates (see the critical remarks), to the latter ani. r. Guic 7. Oe0v : since 
they are darkened” in respect of their exercise of thinking and willing (d:avoia, 
comp. Luke i. 51, Col. i. 21; 1 Pet. i. 13 ; 1 John v. 20) ; estranged from 
the life of God. —icxor. ... vtec is to be taken together,* since, if dvrec 
arndaorp. are joined,’ the logical and formal parallelism is disturbed, inas- 
much as then éoxor. r@ dsavoia would be merely predicate and éyte¢ amnAAorp. 
specifying the reason (subordinate to the former), and the emphatic prefix- 
ing of the two perfect participles, as brought into prominence by our punc- 
tuation, would go fornothing. And that the second clause does not specify 
the reason, why the darkening has come over the minds of the Gentiles,* is 
clear from the following dvd tiv dyvoay k.t.2., wherein, conversely, the 
ignorance is indicated as the cause of the estrangement from God. Riickert, 
moreover, thinks that, according to our punctuation, évrec would stand 
before rh dtavoig ; but this is groundless, since écxor. tH deavoia is conceived 
of together.® —aryddorp.] See on ii. 12, and, concerning the constructio Kara 
obveowv, Buttmann, neut. Gram. pp. 114, 242 [E. T. 281]. — ric CwHe roi Ccow] 
Srom the life of God, does not admit of any explanation, according to which 
Com would be léfe-walk, which it never means in the N. T., not even in 
2 Pet. i. 3.7 Hence not : the life pleasing to God,* but, as Luther aptly ren- 
ders : ‘“‘the life, which is from God.” The genitive is the genitive originis, 
‘of origin” (comp. dcxacoobvy Oe0v, Rom. i. 17, and see Winer, p. 167 f.), 
and (wf is the counterpart of Pdvaroc, so that it is to be understood as : 
’ “‘tota vita spiritualis, quae in hoc seculo per fidem et justitiam inchoatur 
et in futura beatitudine perficitur, quae tota peculiariter vita Dei est, qua- 
tenus a Deo per gratiam datur,” ‘the entire spiritual life, which is begun 
in this world through faith and righteousness, and perfected in future 
blessedness, which entire life is peculiarly God’s, as it is given by God 
through grace,” Estius.? It is at all events the life of Christian regeneration, 
which is wrought by God in believers through the Spirit (Rom. viii. 2) ; *’ 
while the Gentiles are by their heathen nature alien to this divine life. 


1 Zanchius, Calovius, and others ; comp. 
Calvin. 

2 Comp. Joseph. Antt. ix. 4.3; the oppo- 
site: dwrige thy dvavovay, Viii. 5. 3. 

3 Clem. Al. Protrep. ix. p. 69, Potter; 
Theodoret, Bengel, Knapp, Lachmann, 
Harless, de Wette. 

*Beza and many, including Riickert, 
Meier, Matthies, Scholz. 

5 In opposition to Rickert. 

- @ Comp. Herod. i.35: ob kadapds xetpas ear, 
ven. Agés, xi. 10: mpasratos pidous ay. 


7 Especially instructive for the distinction 
of the notion ¢w4 from that of life-walk, is 
Gal. v. 25. 

® Michaelis, Zachariae, Koppe, Morus, 
and others; comp. Theodore, Theophy- 
lact, Grotius, and Flatt. 

®*Comp. Calvin and Cajetanus. 

10 This divine making alive does not coin- 
cide with justification, but the latter is the 
actus judicialis, ‘‘ judicial act,” of God that 
precedes the former. Comp. especially ~ 
Rom. viii. 10: wy dca Sixacocvvyy, 
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This in opposition to Harless, who understands it as the estrangement from 
the life and light of the Asbyoc in the world (John i. 3). Paul in fact is speak- 
ing of the Gentiles ef that time (not of those who have lived in the time 
before Christ), in their contrast to the Christians (ver. 17) as persons who 
were partakers of divine life through the ratvyyevecia (comp. ii. 5 ; Rom. vi. 
4). Various elements are mixed up by Beza : ‘ vitam illam, qua Deus vivit 
in suis quamque praecipit et approbat,” ‘the life whereby God lives in His 
own people, and which He commands and approves ;” and Olshausen : 
‘‘the life, which God Himself és and has, and which pertains to the creature 
so long as it remains in fellowship with God.” — dud ri dyvoiay . . . kapdiac 
avtav] on account of, etc. ; the cause of this estrangement of the Gentiles 
from the divine life is the ignorance which is in them through hardening 
of heart, consequently due to their own fault. did r. rép. r. x. attaches itself 
to 77 obcav év avroic, and is consequently subordinated to the preceding da 
T. Gyvotay T. obo. év ait. Usually did. . . dud are regarded as co-ordinate ele- 
ments ; and indeed, according to Harless and Olshausen, who are followed 
by de Wette, this twofold specification of reason has reference not merely to 
annAdotp. tT. [. T. O., but also to éoxor. 7H dtavoig dvrec, in which case Olshau- 
sen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Schenkel! assume that da riv dyvoray 
k.T.A. Corresponds to éokor. x.7.A., and then did tHv Tdpwor K.T.2. to amnAdotp. 
t.¢.7.0. The dyvoca, however, cannot be.the cause, but only the consequence 
of éoxor. tH diavoia, Since dayvoca (used by Paul only here, but ayvoeiv occurs 
frequently) is not dulness of the higher faculty of cognition,’ but nothing else 
than ignorance (Acts ili. 17, xvii. 80 ; 1 Pet. i. 14). The Gentiles were not 
darkened on account of their ignorance, seeing that in fact ignorance is not 
inaccessible to the light, as the example of all converted Gentiles shows ; but 
their being estranged from the life of God was occasioned by their ignorance, 
and, indeed, by their ignorance for which they were to blame on account of 
hardening of heart. Accordingly, the commas after Ooi and airoic are to be 
deleted. Meier is quite wrong in holding that the ignorant are the Gen- 
tiles, and the hardened the Jews. Paul speaks only of the Gentiles. 
[See Note XLVI., p. 486.] —r7 obcay év avroic] not: guae wis innata est, 
‘¢ which is innate to them,” nor yet said in contrast to external occasions,* 
which is not at all implied in the context, but : because Paul wished to 
annex the cause of the dyvoa, he has not put dud r7v dyvorav ait Gy, but, in 
order to procure the means of annexation, has employed the participial 
expression paraphrasing the atrév : r7v oboay év abroic. This expression con- 
firms the view that the second 0:4 is subordinate to the first. 

Ver. 19. The estrangement of the Gentiles from the divine life, indicated 
in ver. 18, is now more precisely proved in conformity with experience : 
otrwvec, quippe qui, etc.: being such as, void of feeling, have given themselves over 
to lasciviousness. — arniynkérec| avatoOyror yevduevor, ‘‘ being senseless,” Hesy- 
chius. The ‘‘ verbum significantissimum,” ‘‘a most significant word,” 4 from 
dayeiy and amd, is equivalent to dedolere, to cease to feel pain, then to be 


1 Comp. Grotius and Bengel. 3 Harless. 
2 Riickert. 1 Bengel. 
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void of feeling, whether there be meant by it the apathy of intelligence, or the 
state of despair, or, as here, the moral indolence, in which one has ceased to 
feel reproaches of conscience,’ consequently the securitas carnalis, ‘carnal 
security ;’ see Wetstein, and also Matthiae, ed. min. in loc. The explana- 
tion having despaired? imports a special definition of the meaning without 
warrant from the context, but is found already in Syr. Arm. Vulg. 
It. Ambrosiaster, and from it has arisen the reading aryAruétec (D EF G 
have d¢amix.), which probably already those vss. followed. — éavroic] 
with deterrent emphasis. To bring into prominence what was done on 
the part of their own freedom, was here in accordance with the paraenetic 
aim. It is otherwise put at Rom. i. 24: mapéduxev avtove 6 O86c. The 
two modes of regarding the matter are not contrary to one another, 
but go side by side (see on Rom. i. 24); and according to the respective 
aims and connection of the discourse, both have their warrant and their 
full truth. —+r doedyeia] personified. It is to be understood of sensual 
lasciviousness (comp. on Rom. xiii. 13; 2 Cor xii. 21; Gal. v. 19), as, 
subsequently, dxabapoiac of sensual filthiness (comp. Rom. i. 24; 2 Cor. 
xii. 21; Gal. v. 19), not of ethical wantonness and impurity generally,° 
since the rieovefia connected with it is likewise a special vice, as indeed, on 
the other hand (Rom. i. 24 ; comp. ver. 29 and Col. iii. 5), unchastity ap- 
pears as the first and chief vice of the Gentiles. — eic¢ épyaciav axabapoiac raone | 
aim of this self-surrender to the acéayeva (comp. Rom. vi. 19) : for the prose- 
cution of every uncleanness, in order to practise every sort of uncleanness.* 
Koppe takes it as trade (Acts. xvi. 16, xix. 19, xxiv. 29). But could the 
trade of prostitution ® be thus generally predicated with truth of the Gen- 
tiles? This at the same time tells in opposition to the explanation followed 
by Grotius, Bengel, Stolz, Koppe, Flatt, and Meier, of the év rdcovegia that 
follows as quaestus ex impudicitia, ‘‘ profit from lewdness” (on the thing 
itself, see Aristaen. i. 14). In fact, év wieovetia adds to the vice of sensuality 
the other chief vice of the heathen, and signifies : with covetousness. The 
explanations : with unsatiableness,® or certatim, ‘‘emulously,” ” or with haugh- 
tiness,° or in gluttony,® are all of them at variance with linguistic usage, 


1“ Homines a Deo relictisopita conscien- Matwv moxdnpav, “prosecution of evil 


tia, extincto divini judicii timore, amisso 
denique sensu tanquam attoniti, belluino 
impetu se ad omnem turpitudinem proji- 
ciunt,” ‘“‘men abandoned of God, with 
conscience stupefied, with the fear of 
divine judgment extinguished, and finally 
with sensibility lost, as though struck by 
lightning, with bestial impulse cast them- 
selves headlong into every form of dis- 
grace,” Calvin. 

2Comp. Polyb. ix. 40. 4: admaAyotvres tais 
éAriot. 

3 Harless, Matthies, Meier, and others. 

* On épyacia, comp. LXX. Ex. xxvi.1; 2 
Chron. xv. 7; Isa. i. 31, a.° Plat. Prot. 
p. 353 D: tis ndoviis épyaciav, ‘‘ prosecution 
of pleasure,” Hry2. p, 408 E: épyacias mpay- 


deeds.” 

5 Dem. 270. 15, Reiske, and thereon Dis- 
sen, de Cor. p. 301. 

®§ Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, and others, includ- 
ing Matthies. 

7 ** Quasi agatur de lucro, ita alius alium 
superare contendat,” ‘‘as though he treats 
of gain, whereby one vies to excel another,” 
Beza. 

8 Holzhausen, 

® Harless. He is followed by Olshausen, 
who explains mAcoveéia of repletion with 
meat and drink, and terms this physical 
greed! According to classical usage, mAco- 
veéia might mean superabundance, but not 
gluttony. 
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partly in general, partly of the N. T. in particular, in which rAeovetia never 
means anything else than covetousness. Sensuality and covetousness are the 
two cardinal vices of the heathen, which are to be avoided by the Christians. 
See'v. 35 1 Cop_yv. 10f. ; Col. iii. 5. Comp. 2 Pet. ii. 2, iii, 14. 

Ver. 20. ‘Yueic¢ dé] opposed to the unconverted Gentiles. — oy obtwe éudbere 
Tov Xpiordv] but ye have not in such manner (so that this instruction would 
have directed you to that Gentile conduct of life, ver. 17 ff.) learned Christ. 
Observe the litotes in ody obtwc (quite otherwise, comp. Deut. xviii. 14). The 
proposal of Beza : ‘ Quid si post oirwe distinctionem adscribas ?”’ ‘‘ suppose 
you put a punctation mark after otrwc ?” [so Hofmann and Braune}], is, 
although adopted by Gataker and Colomesius, quite mistaken, since ver. 21 
contains the confirmation not of the mere fact éud%_ere tov Xpiordév, but of the 
mode in which the readers have learned Christ, hence ov obtwe must neces- 
sarily belong to éuaddete tov Xpuotdv.—6 Xpiord¢ does not mean the doctrine 
of Christ or concerning Christ,’ nor does wavddvew tivé mean to learn to know 
any one, as it has usually in recent times been explained,? wherefore Raphel 
wrongly appeals to Xen. Hellen. ii. 1. 1 (wa aAAgrove paVorev brdcoe einoar, 
comp. Herod. vii. 208, where it means to perceive) ; but Christ is the great 
collective object of the instruction which the readers have received (Gal. i. 16 ; 
1 Cor. i. 23; 2 Cor. i. 19; Phil. i. 15, a/.), so that they have learned Christ. 
This special notion is required by the following éiye . . . édidayd. 

Ver. 21. Hive] tum certe si, ‘‘then assuredly if,” as to which, however, 
there is no doubt (for Paul himself had preached to them Christ, and in- 
structed them in Christ), introduces, as in iii. 2, in a delicate way the con- 
firmation of the oby ottw¢ éuadete tov Xpiorév : assuming, at least, that ye have 
heard him and have received instruction in him, as it is truth in Jesus, that ye 
lay aside, etc., thatis : if, namely, the preaching, in which ye became aware of 
Ohrist, and the instruction, which was imparted to you as Christians, have been 
in accordance with the fact that true fellowship with Ohrist consists in your lay- 
iny aside, etc. —airov jxobcate| to be explained after the analogy of the 
éuddete tov Xpiordv, ver. 20 ; but airdv, like év airé subsequently, is prefixed 
with emphasis. —év air¢é] is neither ab eo, ‘‘by him,”® nor de eo, ‘from 
him,” + nor ‘‘per eum,” ‘through him,” ® nor ‘allius nomine, quod ad illum 
attinet,” ‘‘in his name, as to what concerns him” (Bengel) ; but it is to be 
explained from the conception év Xpuorg elvac : in Him, in the fellowship of 
Christ, that is, as Christians. Observe the progress of the discourse, which 
passes over from the first proclamation of the gospel (airdv jxotoare) to the 
further instruction which they have thereupon received as already converted 
to Christ (év aite ididayS.)—two elements, which were previously compre- 
hended in iudbete Tov Xprorév. — kaddc] in the manner how, introduces the mode 
of the having heard and having been instructed, so that this jxoboare cai 
EdidaySyre Kade K.7.A. Corresponds to the previous oby obtw¢ éuddere Tov Xpordv, 
affirmatively stating what oy obrw¢ had indicated negatively. — éorw arjdera 


1 So most expositors before Riickert ; but 3 Castalio, Gataker, Flatt. 
see Bengel and Flatt. 4 Piscator. 

2 By Riickert, Holzhausen, Meier, Mat- 5 Beza. 
thies, Harless. 
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év tH Inoov] Truth it is in Jesus, that ye lay aside, etc., in so far as without 
this laying aside of your old man there would be no true but only an appar- 
ent fellowship with Jesus. [See Note XLVII., p. 486. ]— év 16 ’Ijoov] Paul 
passes from the official name Xpiordc to the personal name *Inooic, because he, 
after having previously recalled the preaching made to the Ephesians and 
instruction concerning the Messiah, now brings into prominence the moral 
character of this preaching and instruction, and the moral life of true Chris- 
tianity is contained in believing fellowship with the historical person of the 
Messiah, with Jesws,! whose death has procured for believers their justifica- 
tion, and by virtue of their fellowship with Him the new life (Rom. vi. 2. 
3), so that to be év 7¢ ’Incot with a retention of the old man, would be a con- 
tradictio in adjecto—would be untruth, and not aAfbea ev 7H ’Inoov. Wa 
may add that this transition, unforced also at i. 15, from Xpuoréc to ’Iyooi'e 
was not necessary ; for, had Paul again written év 76 Xpior@, there would 
therewith, as before, have been presented to the moral consciousness just 
the historical Christ Jesus. Comp. Gal. v. 24 ; Col. iii. 10f. The accusa- 
tive with the infinitive arodéoda iac depends on éorw adgtea év TO Igooi, 
so that it appears as subject of the sentence.” Usually arodéoSa ipac is 
made to depend on éd:daySnre, in which case cada gor adgvera év TH Iqoov 
is very differently explained. Hither it is regarded as a parenthesis,* as by 
Riickert, who takes caSé¢ augmentatively, so that the sense is: ‘‘If ye are 
rightly instructed concerning Christ, ye have not so learned Him, for that 
would be false ; with Him (there where Christ is, lives and rules) there is, 
in fact, only truth (moral, religious truth) to be met with.” Or kadéc torw 
x.7.4. is attached to édudaybyre, and then arodéca: tude is taken as epexege- 
sis of kaddc éorw x.7.A., in Which case a743ea in turn is differently explain- 
ed.‘ Or the connection is so conceived of, that a obrwc is supplied before 
arodjoda, in which case Jesus appears as model.* So also Harless,* who, 
taking aAjAeca as moral truth (holiness), justifies tuac from’ the comparison of 
Jesus with the readers (‘‘ as truth is in Jesus, so to lay aside on your part’), 
in which case ’I7jo0v, not Xpior@, is held to be used, because the man Jesus 


1Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 10 ff.: for ‘ Christi 
ideam perfectissime et fulgidissime exple- 
vit Jesus,” ‘‘Jesus has fulfilled most per- 
fectly and most illustriously the ideal of 
Christ,”’ Bengel. 

2 Kiibner, II. p. 347 f. 

3 Beza, Er. Schmid, Michaelis. 

4Camerarius, Raphel, Wolf: ‘‘ edocti es- 
tis . . . quae sit vera disciplina Christi, ni- 
mirum ut deponatis,’ ‘‘ye have learned 
what is Christ’s true discipline, viz., that ye 
lay aside.” Comp. Piscator: ‘‘ quaenam 
sit vera ratio vivendi in Jesu tanquam in 
capite ...nempe deponere,’” ‘what is 
the true mode of living in Christ as a Head 

. . viz., to lay aside.” Grotius: ‘si ita 
edocti estis evangelium, quomodo illud re- 
vera se habet,”’ “if ye have learned the 
Gospel as it truly is;’’ so also Calixtus, 


Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Morus, and others. 

5 Jerome led the way with this explana- 
tion: ‘‘quomodo est veritas in Jesu, sic 
erit et in vobis qui didicistis Christum,” 
‘as the truth is in Jesus, so also will it be 
in you who have learned Christ.’’ Subse- 
quently it was followed by Erasmus, Esti- 
us (“sicut in Christo, Jesu nulla est igno- 
rantia, nullus error, nihil injustum, sed 
pura veritas et justitia, sic et vos,” ‘“‘as in 
Christ Jesus, there is no ignorance, no 
error, nothing unjust, but pure truth and 
righteousness, so also ye,”’ etc.), and others, 
including Storr, Flatt (‘as He Himself is 
holy ’’), Holzhausen, Meier (aA7jSeva is Chris- 
tian virtue, ‘that ye, as trath in Jesus is, 
should lay aside’’). 

® Tollowed by Olshausen. 


Nae 
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is set forth as pattern. Matthies likewise makes éroéoa: depend on 26x 
daxSyre, but annexes kaddc «.7.A. as more precise definition to év abrd : ‘in 
Him, as or in as far as the truth is in Jesus, as He is the truth.” So Castalio 
appears already to have taken it. But all these explanations break down 
in presence of the tuac, which, if arodéoda: iuac belonged to édddydyre, 
would be quite inappropriate. In particular, it may be further urged (a) in 
opposition to Riickert, that according to his explanation the parenthesis 
Kavac tor adnvera év 7 Inoov must logically have had its place already after 
Tov Xpioréy ; (b) in opposition to Harless, that the alleged comparison of 
Jesus with the readers is at variance with the order of the words, since Paul 
must have written : caddc¢ év 76 "Inood GAGSELd ot, bude arodéoSa ; (ec) in 
opposition to Matthies, that cada «.7.2. does not stand beside év airé, and 
that aA7%ea must have had the article. De Wette explains it to this effect : 
In Jesus there is (as inherent quality, comp. John viii.’44) truth (especially 
in a practical respect), consequently there is implied in the instructions con- 
cerning Him the principle and the necessity of moral change. But even 
thus we may expect, instead of azod. iuac, merely the simple arodéoSa. 
Others have attached arodéoda: tuac to ver. 17, as continuation of the 
bnkéte bua Tmeperateiv x.t.2.,! in which case kabdc égorw aAgd. év 7H ’Iqoor 
is likewise differently understood.? But after the new commencement of 
the discourse tyeic dé ody obtwc, ver. 21, this is simply arbitrary and forced. 
Credner takes a peculiar view :* ‘‘ Ye have not thus learned to know the 
Messiah, provided that ye (as I am warranted in presupposing, for it is only 
to such that I write) have heard Him and have been instructed in Him, as 
He as truth (truly, really) is in Jesus.” Thus Paul is held to distinguish his 
readers from such Gentiles as, won over to faith in the near advent of the 
world’s Redeemer, had reckoned themselves as Christians, but without be- 
lieving in Jesus as that Redeemer. But of such Gentiles there is not found 
any trace in the N. T. (the disciples of John, Acts xix. 1 ff., are as such to 
be reckoned among the Jews) ; besides, there would lack any attachment 
for the following drodéo8a: tuac, and in using aAjSea Gnstead of év adn. or 
danSac) Paul would have expressed himself as enigmatically as possible. 
Lastly, Hofmann,’ without reason, wishes to attach éy 76 ’Inoov not to Kavo¢ 
éorw aayd., but to what follows ; the in itself quite general Kafe éorw adq- 
@eca stood in need of being characterized definitely as Christian, not the 
arobécbat k.t.4., a8 to which it was already implied in the nature of the case 
and was self-evident. 

Ver. 22. ’Arofécba ipac] dependent on Kalég gor adgbeca ev TE "Tyo0d. 
See on ver. 21. What is truth in Jesus, Paul states, not in general (to lay 
aside, etc.), but individualizingly in relation to the readers ; that ye lay aside.° 


1 Cornelius 4 Lapide Bengel, Zachariae ; truth.’’ Zachariae: “For in what Jesus 
not Wetstein, who at ver. 22 merely says teaches to us is alone to be found the truth 
“ respicit comma 17,” “he recurs to v. 17.” by the heathen . . . despised.’? Both thus 

2 Bengel: ‘ita uti veritas (vera agnitio explain it, as if aAj3. had the article. 

Dei veri) reapse est in Jesu ; qui credunt in 3 Fini. II. p. 398 f. 
Jesum, verant,” ‘as the truth (the true 4 Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 291. 
knowledge of God) is really in Jesus, let 5 Not: that ye have laid aside, as Hofmann 


those who believe in Jesus speak the wishes to take it, who explains as if Paul 
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Michaelis and Flatt give the strangely erroneous rendering : to lay aside 
yourselves! Inthat case there would be wanting the main matter, the re- 
flexive éavrote ; and how alien to the N. T. such a form of conceiving self- 
denial |! Luther and others are also incorrect in rendering : lay aside. It 
is not till ver. 25 that the direct summons comes in, and that in the usual 
form of the imperative, instead of which the infinitive,’ and with the aceusa- 
tive buace in addition,? would be inappropriate. The figurative expression 
of laying aside is borrowed from the putting off clothing (comp. évdtcacba., 
ver, 24), and in current use, as with Paul (Rom. xiii. 12, 14 ; Col. iii. 8 ff. ; 
Gal. iii. 27), so also with Greek writers ;* hence there was the less reason 
for forcing on the context any more special reference, such as to the custom 
(at any rate, certainly later) of changing clothes at baptism.* — xara ry 
xpotépav avactpog4v| is not to be explained, as if the words stood : rév maa. 
avip. tov Kata tiv mpotépay avaotp.,° but : that ye lay aside in respect of your 
former life-walk the old man, so that it expresses, in what respect, in reference 
to what the laying aside of the old man is spoken of. ‘‘ Declarat vim verbi 
relationem habentis deponere,”’ ‘According to, shows the force of the word re- 
lating to it : ‘ Put off,’” Bengel. The Pauline zai. avfp., ideally conceived 
of, is not injuriously affected, as de Wette thinks, in its internal truth by 
this recalling of the pre-Christian walk (as if the author had conceived of it 
empirically). The rporépa avacrp., in fact, concerns the whole moral nature 
of man before his conversion, and the arofécOa tov rad. avOp. affirms that 
the converted man is to retain nothing of his pre-Christian moral personality, 
but, as concerns the pre-Christian conduct of life, is utterly to do away 
with the old ethical individuality and to become the new man. Such a 
contrast, however, as Cornelius 2 Lapide (comp. Anselm) found: ‘‘ non 
quoad naturam et substantiam,” ‘‘not as to nature and substance,” would 
be in itself singular and foreign to the context. — As to avacrpod#, see on 
Gal. i. 18. —rdv radady avOp.] The pre-Christian moral frame ° is represented 
as a person. See on Rom. vi. 6. [See Note XLVIIL., p. 486 seq. ] — dv oBer- 
péuevov k.7.A.] an attribute of the old man serving as a motive for that aroféoOa 
.t.2.: Which is being destroyed according to the lusts of deception.  dberpduevov 
isnot to be explained of putrefaction,’ seeing that 6 radad¢ avOp. is not 
equivalent to 7d céua, nor yet of inward moral corruption,® or self-corruption,® 
seeing that the moral corruption of the old man is obvious of itself and is 


had written: damodeuévous vias... avave- 


ododar TH mvevmate. . . evdvoauévous k.T.A. 
Starting from the aorist infinitive thus 
taken at variance with linguistic usage 
(comp. on Rom. xv. 9; 2 Cor. vi. 1), Hof- 


5 Jerome, Oecumenius, Vorstius, Grotius, 
Raphel, Estius, Semler, Koppe, Rosenmiil- 
ler, and others. 

§ Not original sin (as Calovius and others 
would have it), which, in fact, cannot be 


mann has incorrectly understood the whole 
passage. According to his interpretation, 
the perfect infinitive must have been used. 
The Vulgate already has correctly not 
deposuisse, but deponere. 

1 Winer, p. 282 f. 

2 Matthiae, p. 1267. 

3 See Wetstein, én loc. 

4 So Grotius. 


laid aside, but the moral haditus, such as it 
is in the unregenerate man under the do- 
minion of the sin-principle. Comp. Rom. 
Valo ¢ tha phe litt. 

7 Michaelis. 

8 Koppe, Flatt, Olshausen, Meier, Harless, 
and older expositors. 

® Schenkel. 


CHAP FLVi, 23: vue 45 


already present, not merely coming into existence (present participle, which 
is not to be taken, with Bengel, as imperfect), but of eternal destruction (Gal. 
vi. 8), in which case the present participle : which goes to ruin (comp. on 
1 Cor. i. 18), is to be taken either of the certain future realized as present, or 
of the destruction in the course of development.’ The latter appears more 
appropriate to the contrast of rdv Kata Ocdv xriobévta, ver. 24. — Kata Tac émi- 
fuuiag tH¢ amatyc]| THC aratne is subjective genitive, and 7 ardrn is personified.” 
Hence : in accordance with the lusts of deception, with which it has had de- 
signs on the corruption cf the old man.” What amdérn is meant, cannot be 
doubtful according to the context, and according to the doctrine of the 
apostle as to the principle of sin in man, namely, the power of sin deceiving 
man (Rom. vii. 11). Comp. Heb. iii. 18, also 2 Cor. xi. 8. The adjectival 
resolution into cupiditates seducentes, ‘‘ seducing desires,” * followed by many, 
is in itself arbitrary and not in keeping with the contrast in ver. 24 (ric 
GAnOeiac). 

Ver. 23. Positive side of that which is truth in Jesus : that ye, on the other 
hand, become renewed in the spirit of your reason. — dvaveoioba] passive, not 
middle, * since the middle has an active sense (1 Mace. xii. 1 ; Thue. v. 18, 
43; Polyb. vii. 8. 1, and often). The renewal is God’s work through the 
Holy Spirit (Rom. viii. 1 f.; Tit. iii. 5), and without it one is no true Chris- 
tian (Rom. vili. 9 ; Gal. v. 15), consequently there can be no mention of 
arjdeva év tH Ijoov. Respecting the distinction between dvavedw (only here 
in the N. T.) and dvaxaiwéde, recentare and renovare, as also respecting ava, 
which does not refer to the restitution of human nature, as it was before 
the fall, but denotes the secentare, ‘‘to renew,” in reference to the previous 
(corrupt) state, see on Col. iii. 10. — r¢ rvebpuare Tov vod¢e budv] The genitive 
is at any rate that of the subject ; for instead of simply saying 76 rvebyare 
éuov,> Paul makes use of the more precise designation in the text. But the 
T@ mvevmate may be either instrumental or dative of reference. In the former 
case, however, we should * have to understand the Holy Spirit, who has His 
seat in the voic of the man on whom He is bestowed, and through whom (da- 
tive), the avaxaivwoug roi vodc, ‘‘ renewal of the mind,” Rom. xii. 2, is effected, 
so that now the old waraiorne, ‘‘ vanity,” of the vovc, ‘‘ mind” (iv. 17) no longer 
occurs, and the xawzéryc, ‘‘ newness,” which, on the other hand, has set in 
(Rom. vi. 4), is a Kkawédry¢ tov rvetiparoc, ‘‘ newness of spirit.” Comp. Tit. 
iii, 5. But, in opposition to this view, we may urge, first, that the Holy 
Spirit bestowed on man is never in the N. T. designated in such a way that 
man appears as the subject of the Spirit (thus never : rd rvevua tudv and 
the like, or as here : 76 rvevpa Tov vod¢ buov) ; and secondly, that it was the 
object of the apostle to put forward the aspect of the moral self-activity of 


1So0 Grotius: ‘qui tendit ad exitium,’ here penetrates deeper, namely, to the 
‘which tends to destruction.” fountainhead of the vital activity of the 

2 Comp. Hesiod. Theog. 224. vovs, to the inner agent and mover in that 

3 Grotius. activity. 

4 Renew yourselves, Luther. ® With Oecumenius, Castalio, and others, 

5 He might have written, asin Rom. xii. including Ch. F. Fritzsche in his Vov. Opuse. 


2, merely 7 vot tuov; but his conception p. 244 f., and Fritzsche, a@ Rom II. p. 28. 
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the Christian life, and hence he had no occasion expressly to introduce the 
point, which, moreover, was obvious of itself: through the Holy Spirit. 
Accordingly, there remains as the right explanation only the wswal one (da- 
tive of reference), according to which the rveijya is the human spirit, in dis- 
tinction from the divine (Rom. viii. 16). Consequently : in respect of the 
spirit of your voc, that is, of the spirit by which your voi¢ is governed. The 
xvevua, namely, is the higher life-principle in man, the moral power akin to 
God in him, the seat of moral self-consciousness and of moral self-determi- 
nation. This rveia, which forms the moral personality of man, the Ego of 
his higher (w/ turned towards God, has as the organ of its vital exercise — 
as the faculty of its moral operation—the vovc, that is, the reason in its eth- 
ical quality and activity (comp. on Rom. vii. 23), and puts the voi¢ ’ at the 
service of the divine will (Rom. vii. 25), in an assent to the moral practice 
of this divine will revealed in the law and a hatred of the contrary (Rom. 
vii. 14 ff.). But, since this Ego of the higher life, the substratum of the 
inward man—the rveiya, in which the voic has its support ard its deter- 
mining agent—is under the preponderant strength of the power of sin in 
the flesh non-free, bound, and weak, so that man under the fleshly-psychical 
influence of the natural character drawing bim to sin becomes liable to the 
slavery of immoral habit, the mveipa tov vode needed renewal unto moral 
freedom and might, which consecration of power it receives in regeneration 
by means of the Holy Spirit, in which case, however, even the regenerate 
has always to contend against the cdpé still remaining in him, but contends 
victoriously under the guidance of the divine rveiua (Gal. v. 16-18). 

Ver. 24. Observe the change of tenses. The laying aside of the old man is 
the negative commencement of the change, and hence is represented as a 
momentary act ; the becoming renewed is an enduring process, the finishing 
act of which is the putting on of the new man, correlative to the arofécha. 
Hence arofécbu, aorist ; avavecioba, present ; évdboacba, aorist. — rdv Kawvov 
av6porov] As previously the old immoral state is objectivized, and objectivized 
indeed as a person, so is it also here with the new Christian moral state. Thus 
this new habitus appears as the new man, which God has created (krio0évra), but 
man appropriates for himself (évdicaca), so that thus moral freedom is not an- 
nulled by God’s ethical creative action. — xriofévra] not present, but the new 
moral habitus of the Christian is set forth as the person created by God, 
which in the individual cases is not first constituted by growth, but is received, 
and then exhibits itself experimentally in the case of those who, according 
to the figurative expression of the passage, have put it on. — kata Oe6v] Comp. 
Col. iii. 10 ; not merely divinely, and that in contrast to human propaga- 
tion,” but : according to God, i.e., ad exemplum Dei, ‘according to the mod- 
el of God” (Gal. iv. 28). Thereby the creation of the new man is placed 
upon a parallel with that of our first parents (Gen. i. 27), who were created 


1 Bengel excellently puts it: “ Spiritw in thinking that expositors have here neg- 
mens, ‘In the spirit of the mind; 1 Cor. lected to seek instruction from 1 Cor. xiv, 
xiv. 14, Spiritus est intimum mentis, ‘The 14, 
spirit is the inmost shrine of the mind’”’ 2 Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 289. 
Delitzsch consequently errs (Psychol. p. 184) 


CHAP. IV., 25. Avy 


after God’s image (kar’ eixdva tov Krioavtoc, Col. iii. 10); they, too, until 
through Adam sin came into existence, were as sinless év Otxaloobyy Kal 
doldrytt THC dAnfeiac.'— év Sixatoobvy x.7.A.] belongs to rdv Kard Oedy Kriobévra, 
expressing the constitution of the new man created after God ; furnished, 
provided with rectitude and holiness of the truth.? The truth is the opposite 
of the ardry, ver. 22, and like this personified. As in the old man the 
’Ardty pursues its work, so in the new man the ’AA#Gea, tc, the Truth Kar’ 
éfoxqv, ‘ pre-eminently,” the divine evangelical truth, bears sway, and the 
moral effects of the truth, righteousness and holiness, appear here, where the 
truth is personified, as its attributes, which now show themselves in the new 
man who has been created. The resolving it into an adjective: true, not 
merely apparent, righteousness and holiness,’ is arbitrary and tame. And 
to take év instrumentally 4 is erroneous, for the reason that righteousness and 
holiness form the ethical result of the creation of the new man ; hence Beza, 
Koppe, and others thought that éy must be taken for élc. dixaroobvy and 
dodtn¢ (comp. Luke i. 75 ; 1 Thess. ii. 10 ; Tit. i. 8) are distinguished so, that 
the latter places rectitude in itself (dccacootvy), in relation to God (sanctitas, 
‘‘holiness”’) ; rd uv toic Oeoig mpoogiAéc bovov, ‘‘ what is pleasing to the gods is 
holy,” Plat. Huth. p. 6 E.5 With special frequency the two notions are as- 
sociated in Plato. 

Ver. 25. On the ground of what was previously said (0:4), as application 
of gor aAjbera év TS “Inood arobéoba buac x.7.A. On to ver. 24, there now fol- 
low various special (not systematically arranged) exhortations as far as ver. 
32. — That the encouragement to lay aside lying and to speak the truth stands 
at the head, appears to be occasioned simply by the last uttered rij¢ aAnGeiac; 
and the figurative form of the precept (azoféuevor) is an echo from what pre- 
cedes. It is possible also, however, that the prohibitions of lying, wrath, 
stealing, as they are here given, had their concrete occasion with which we 
are not acquainted. The reasons which Zanchius, ¢.g., has discovered, are 
arbitrary. And Grotius says incorrectly : ‘‘ Hoc adversus eos dicit, qui, 
ut gratias capatarent aut Judaeorum aut gentium, alia dicebant, quam sen- 
tirent,” ‘‘ This he says against those who, to obtain the favor of either Jews 
or Gentiles, said other things than they thought.” The subsequent ore éovév 
Gna. wéAn Shows, in fact, that Paul has thought merely of the relation of 
fellowship of Christians one with another, and has meant jerd tov rAqoiov avrov 
of the fellow- Christian, not of the fellow-man generally.* — Aareite . . . avtov 
is a reminiscence from Zech. viii. 16. — rc éopév «.7.A.] Motive (reminding 
them of vv. 12-16). Members one of another, and to lie one to another, how 
contradictory !| Reciprocal membership is, in fact, a connection so inti- 
mate and vital, subsisting in constant mutual furtherance and rendering 


1Comp. Ernesti, Ursprung der Stinde, IT. Calvin, Grotius, and most expositors. 


p. 135 ff., in opposition to Julius Miiller, IT. 4 Morus, Flatt. 

p. 487, who calls in question the identity of 5 See Tittmann, Synon. p. 25, and the pas- 

contents between the xara dedv and the sages in Wetstein. 

original divine image. 6 Jerome, Estius, Grotius, Michaelis, and 
2 On ev, see Matthiae, p. 1340. others. 


3 Chrysostom, Luther, Castalio, Beza, 
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of service ! ‘‘est enim monstrum, si membra inter se non consentiant, imo si 
fraudulenter inter se agant,” ‘‘ for there is a monster if the members do not 
harmonize with one another, but act towards each other deceitfully,” Calvin. 
Chrysostom shows at great length how the several members of the real body 
do not deceive one another, and Michaelis repeats it ; but Paul says nothing 
of this. — aaaqa. én] members of each other, mutually the one of the other. 
The same conception is met with Rom. xii. 5, and is not inacewrate,’ since, 
indeed, in the body of Christ, even as in the physical body, no member ex- 
ists for itself, but each belonging to each, in mutual union with the other 
members, 1 Cor. xii. 15 ff. 

Vv. 26, 27. See Zyro in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1841, p. 681 ff. — opyifeobe kai py 
dyaptdvere] a precept expressed literally after the LXX. Ps. iv. 5, as to 
which it must be left undetermined whether Paul understood the original 
text’ as the LXX. did, or chose this form only in recollection of the LXX.., 
without attending to the original text. To the right understanding of the 
sense (which Paul would have expressed by opy:fouevor wy duaptdvete, or Some- 
thing similar, if that definite form of expression in the LXX. had not present- 
ed itself to him) the observation of Bengel guides us : ‘‘ Saepe vis modi cadit 
super partem duntaxat sermonis, ‘ Often the force of the mode falls on only 
a part of the remark,’ Jer. x. 24.”* Here, namely, the vis modi, ‘‘ force of the 
mode,” lies upon the second imperative (comp. passages like John. i. 47, 
vii. 52): be angry and sin not, 2.e., in anger do not fall into transgression ; so 
that Paul forbids the combination of the duaprdvecrv withthe 6 pyifecbac. 
Comp. Matthies : ‘‘In the being angry let it not come to sin ;” Harless : ‘‘ Be 
angry in the right way, without your sinning.” 4 Paul, therefore, does not for- 
bid the dpyiZecbac in itself, and could not forbid it, because there is® a holy 
anger,® whichis ‘‘calear virtutis,” ‘‘a spur to virtue,” ’ as there is also a 
divine anger; the dpyilecfa kat duaptavecv, however, is not to take place, 
but, on the contrary, the opyiZeoda is to be without sin, consequently an 
opyifecbar kat wy dpaptavery. Asregards the substantial sense, the same 
result is brought out with the wswal explanation, but it is usually believed ® 
that the imperative may be resolved conditionaliter, ‘‘ conditionally,” in 
accordance with Hebrew usage : if ye are angry, do not sin (Isa. viii. 9 f. ; 
Amos v. 4, 6, @.).° But the combination of the two imperatives connected 


1 Riickert. of anger, but under that of placability,” he 


2 The words of the original, INUMA-ON) _—OVerilooks the fact that in anger one may 
™™ ..* commit sin otherwise than by implacabil- 


337, mean: tremble, and err not (Ewald), 


with which David calls upon his enemies to 
tremble on account of their iniquities tow- 
ards him, the favorite of God, and not 
further to sin. Comp. also Hupfeld én loc. 
Yet other recent scholars, including Hitzig, 
have translated, in harmony with the LXX.: 
Be angry, but offend not. 

§ Comp. also Isa. xii. 1; Matt. xi. 25; and 
see Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 249 f. [E. T. 290]. 

4 When, however, Harless would assign to 
our passage a place ‘‘not under the head 


ity; and that the following 6 jAtos «.7.d. 
brings into prominence only a single precept 
Salling under the wh amapr. 

5 See Wuttke, Sittent. IT. § 243. 

6 That this, however, is not meant in ver. 
31, see on that verse. 

7 Seneca, de ira, iii. 3. 

8 And already in the Constitutt. Apost. ii. 
53, 2, the passage of the Psalm is so taken. 

® So also Koppe, Flatt, Riickert, Holzhau- 
sen, Meier, Olshausen, Zyro, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Bleek. 


a ae ak 
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by and, like: do this, and live, Gen. xii. 18, comp. Isa. viii. 9, and similar 
passages, —a combination, moreover, which is not a Hebraism, but a general 
idiom of language (comp. divide et impera),—is not at all in point here, 
because it would lead to the in this case absurd analysis: ‘‘if ye are angry, 
ye shall not sin.” Winer, p. 279, allows the taking of the first imperative in 
a permissive sense.’ In this way we should obtain as result : ‘be angry (I 
cannot hinder it), but only do not sin.” So also de Wette. No doubt a per- 
mission of anger, because subsequently xa? 7) duapt. follows, would not be in 
conflict with ver. 31, where manifestly all hostile anger is forbidden ; but the 
mere «ai is only logically correct when both imperatives are thought of in the 
same sense, not the former as permitting and the latter as enjoining, in which 
case the combination becomes exceptive (‘‘ only, however”), which would be 
expressed by aAAd, zAfv, or pdvov.? Beza, Piscator, Grotius, and others 
take dpyit. interrogatively: ‘‘irascimini, et ne peccate,” ‘‘ Are you angry ? 
do not sin.” Against this we cannot urge—the objection usually taken 
since the time of Wolf—the «ai, which often in rapid emotion strikes in 
with some summons ;° but we may urge the fact that Paul reproduces 
a passage of the LX X.* in which oryit. is imperative, and that such an abrupt 
and impassioned question and answer would not be in keeping with 
the whole calm and sober tone of the discourse. — 7 duaprévere] forbids 
every kind of sinning, to which anger may lead. Zyro, after Neander, 
would limit it to the hostile relation towards others, which, however, 
is purely a supplied thought (ci¢ rov rAyoiov, or the like). —6 wae. . . 
diaB6A~] not included as belonging to the words of the Psalm, states 
in what way the given precept is to be carried out; namely, (1) the 
irritation must be laid aside on the same day, and (2) no scope may there- 
in be given to the devil. — 6 #Acog wp éxidvéto x.7.A.] Comp. Deut. xxiv. 13, 
15; Jer. xv. 9; Philo, de Legg. Spec. Il. p. 824.° The éridvérw is to be 
taken : go down over your irritation.° That the night is here conceived of 
as the nurse of wrath,” or that the eventide of prayer is thought of,? is 
arbitrarily assumed. Jerome and Augustine interpreted it even of Christ, 
the Sun of Righteousness, and Lombard of the sun of reason! The mean- 
ing of these words, to be taken quite literally,’ is no other than : before 
evening let your irritation be over, by which the very speedy, undelayed aban- 


1 Comp. Kriiger, § 54, 4. 2. 

2 Thisis no ‘‘ philological theorizing,” but 
is based on logical necessity. No instance 
can be adduced in which, of two impera- 
tives coupled by «oi, the former is to be 
taken as concessive and the second as pre- 
ceptive, in contrast to the former. To re- 
fer to Jer. x. 24 as a parallel, as Winer does, 
is erroneous, for the very reason that in 
that passage—which, however, in general 
is very different from ours— Aj, not Kat, 
is used. 

3 Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 148. 

4 Which, it is true, is quite arbitrarily 
denied by Beza and Koppe. 

5 On the citation of these words in Polyc. 


Phil. 12, see Introd. § 3. 

6 Comp. also Hom. 7. ii. 418, and Faesi, 
in loc. (Nigelsbach in loc. takes another 
view). 

7 Fathers in Suicer, I. p. 1323; Bengel, and 
others. 

8 Baumgarten. 

® Comp. the custom of the Pythagoreans: 
eimote mpoaxsetev eis Aowopias Um’ Opyns, mplv 
} Tov HAcov Svvac tas Sektas EuBadrdAovtes 
GAANAOLS Kai aomacduevor SueAvovto, “If 
they were ever led by wrath to abuse, 
taking each other’s hands and embracing, 
they were reconciled before the sun went 
down,” Plut. de am. frat. p. 488 B. 
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doning of anger is concretely represented, — rapopyiopdc is the arousing of 
wrath, ecacerbatio, from which épyf, asa lasting mood, is different. Comp. 
LXX. 1 Kings xv. 30, al. In the Greek writers the word does not occur. 
We may add that Zanchius and Holzhausen are mistaken in holding the 
xapé in the word to indicate unrighteous irritation. See, on the other hand, 
e.g., Rom. x. 19 ; Ezek. xxxii.9. It denotes the excitement brought upon us- 
[See Note XLIX., p. 487.]— pndé] nor yet, for the annexation of a new clause 
falling to be added.’ The Recepta re would so place the two prohibitions 
side by side, that they ought properly to be connected by neither. . . nor 
(ufre . . . ure), but that Paul had not yet thought of this in the first clause, 
but had written the simple 7, and had only at the second clause changed 
the conception into such a form as if he had previously written pre (comp. 
our: not. ..nor). This usage is met with (in opposition to Elmsley) also 
in classical writers, although more rarely,’ but not elsewhere in Paul, and 
hence is not probable here. — didore rérov] 7.¢., give scope, opportunity for be- 
ing active. See on Rom. xii. 19. —16 diaBdrw] to the devil ; for he is de- 
noted by d:éBoA0¢ in all passages of the N. T., where it is not an adjective 
(1 Tim. iii. 11, 12 ; 2 Tim. iii. 35 Tit. ii. 3), even in 1 Tim. iii. 6 ; John vi. 
70. Hence Erasmus,? Luther, Erasmus Schmid, Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, 
Stolz, Flatt, and others? are in error in holding that d:aBodoc is here equiva- 
lent to calumniator ; in which view Erasmus thought of the heathen slander- 
ing the Christians, to whom they were to furnish no material ; and most 
expositors thought of the tale-bearers nursing disputes, to whom they were 
not to lend an ear. In an irritated frame of mind passion easily gains the 
ascendency over sobriety and watchfulness, and that physical condition is 
favorable to the devil for his work of seducing into everything that is op- 
posed to God. Comp. 1 Pet. v. 8; 2 Cor. ii. 11 ; Eph. vi. 11 ff MHarless 
refers the danger on the part of the devil to the corruption of the church- 
life,’ the fellowship of which, in the absence of placability, is rent by the 
devil. But this, as not implied in the context, must have been said by an 
addition (év rH éxxAyoia, or the like, after rérov).— The name dvéBo20¢ does 
not occur elsewhere in the undoubtedly genuine Epistles of the apostle ;_ but 
this, considering the equally general currency of the two names devil and 
Satan, may be accidental. Comp. also Acts xiii. 10. We may add that the 
citation of the Clementines (Hom. xix. 2) : py déte rpddacw 76 rovnpd, ‘* Give 
no pretext to the evil one,” has nothing to do with our passage.°® 

Ver. 28. The stealer isno more to steal. The present participle does not 
stand pro praeterito, ‘‘for the past,” ” but : he who occupies himself with steal- 
ing. The right view isalready taken by Zanchius ; see also Winer, p. 316. 
As there were in the apostolic church fornicators (1 Cor. v. 1), so there were 
also stealers,* and the attempts to tone down the notion are just as arbitrary 


1 See Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 210. 5 Comp. Erasmus, Paraphr. 
2 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 709; Bornemann, ®In opposition to Schwegler, JZ.c.» 
ad Xen. Anabd. iv. 8. 3, p. 308, Lips. ; Maetzn. p. 393 f. 
ad Antiph. p. 195 f. 7 Luther, Erasmus, Grotius, and most of 
3 Not in the Paraphr. the older expositors, following the Vulgate. 


4 Koppe is undecided. 4 ® In connection with which the appeal to © 


TON Ne 
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as they are superfluous.’ The question why Paul does not mention restitu- 

tion (Luke xix. 8; Ex. xxii.; Lev. vi.; Isa. lviii. 6; Ezek. xxxiii. 15; Plato, 

Legg. ix. p. 864 D f.) is not, with Estius, to be answered to the effect, that it is 

contained in yykére kAerréro ;? but to the effect, that Paul’s design was not to 

give any complete instruction on the point of stealing, but only to inculcate 

the prohibition of the same and the obligation of the opposite (which, more- 

over, has restitution for its self-evident moral presupposition). The whole 

exhortation in this form has, indeed, been regarded as inappropriate, because 

not in keeping with the apostolic strictness ;> but we have to observe, on the 

other hand, that Paul elsewhere too contents himself with simple prohibitions 

and commands (see ¢.g. Rom, xiii. 13 f.), and that the apostolic strictness fol- 

lows in the sequel (v. 5). — uaArov dé] rather on the other hand, imo vero, en- 

hancing in a corrective sense the merely negative pnxére kAexr. See on Gal. 

lv. 9. —korlato x.t.A.] let him labor, in that he works with his hands that which 
zs good ; in that, by the activity of his hands (instead of his thievish prac- 

tices), he brings about that which belongs to the category of the morally 
good. Bengel well says : ‘‘ré ayaév antitheton ad furtum prius manu pi- 

ceata male commissum,”’ ‘‘is the contrast to the theft first committed with 
thievish hand.” — iva éy1, «.t.A.] The view of Schoettgen, that this applies 
to the Jewish opinion of tle allowableness of theft serving for the support of 
the poor,‘ is indeed repeated by Koppe (comp. Stolz) and Holzhausen, but 
is—considering the general nature of the 6 kaémr. ppxére kAerr., addressed, 

moreover, to readers mostly Gentile-Christian—not expressed in the 
words, which rather quite simply oppose to the forbidden taking the giving 
according to duty. —r6 ypelav éxortt] to the one having need, namely, that 
there may be imparted to him. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 24 ; Markii. 25; 1 John 
iii. 17; Plat. Legg. vi. p. 783 C, xii. p. 965 B. 

Ver. 29. After the three definite exhortations, vv. 25, 26, 28, now follow 
more general and comprehensive ones. —Ild¢ Adyoc . . . pu) éxrop.] The ne- 
gation is not to be separated from the verb. With regard to every evil dis- 
course, it is enjoined that it shall not go forth, etc.°— oaxpédc] corrupt ; in 
the ethical sense : worthless (6 ua tiv idiav xpeiav rAnpoi, ‘which does not 
satisfy its appropriate use,” Chrysostom), pravus, ‘‘ distorted ;” opposite : 
ayabds mpdc oikodopiy tHe xpelac.® — GAN? ek Tic ayabd¢ mpd¢ oik. T. xp.] but if there 


the permission of stealing among various 
heathen nations, as among the Egyptians 
and Lacedaemonians (see Wolf, Cur. ; Miil- 
ler, Dorier, II. p. 310 f.), is entirely unsuita- 
ble in an apostolic epistle with its high 
moral earnestness. Against such a preju- 
dice Paul would have written otherwise. 

1 See, ¢.g., Jerome: ‘“‘furtum nominans 
omne, quod alterius damno quaeritur,” 
naming as theft everything sought with in- 
jury to another.’’ He approves, moreover 
the interpreting it of the furtum spirituale, 
“spiritual theft,” of the false prophets. 
Estius: ‘‘generaliter positum videtur pro, 
fraudare, subtrahere, etc.,‘‘It seems to be put 


31 


generally for ‘to defraud, withdraw,’ etc.” 
Comp. Calvin and many, as also still Holz- 
hausen. 

2** Nam qui non restituit cum possit, is ad- 
hue in furto .. . perseverat,” ‘for he who 
does not restore when he can, is still perse- 
vering in theft.’’ This is in itself true, but 
no reader could light upon such a pregnant 
meaning of the uynkére KAET TET. 

3 See de Wette. 

4 Jalk. Rubeni, f. 110,4; Vajikra rabba, f. 
147, 1. 

5 See Fritzsche, Diss. LI. in 2 Cor. p. 24 ff. 

6 See, in general, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 377 
f. ; Kypke, II. p. 297 f. 
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is any (discourse) good for the edification of the need, sc., let it proceed from 
your mouth, On ayaféc with eic, rpdc,' or infinitive, denoting aptitude or 
serviceableness for anything, see Kypke, II. p. 298. — rpoc¢ oixodopiay rye 
xpetac does not stand by hypallage for cic ypetav rijc¢ olkodouge, ? but rH¢ ypelac 
is an objective genitive; it is the need just present, wpon which the edi- 
fying (Christianly helpful) influence of the discourse is to act. Riickert 
and Olshausen take 7 ypeta for vi ypeiav éyovrec. Arbitrarily and to the dis- 
turbance of the sense, since in fact every one has need of edification, conse- 
quently r#¢ ypeiac Would convey nothing at all characteristic, no modal defi- 
nition of dyabd¢ mpdc olxodou. — iva 60 yap Toic akobover|] aim of the éxrop. é« 
T. oT. vu., previously conceived as supplied : in order that it (this discourse) 
may bestow grace, i.e., benefit, on the hearers, may bring blessing for them. 
Opposite of such discourses : 2 Tim. ii. 14. Theodoret (iva gavq dextoc roic 
ax.,‘‘that it may appear acceptable to the hearers, etc.”), Luther, Calovius, 
Raphel, Kypke, Zachariae, Michaelis, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and others, in- 
cluding Riickert, Meier, Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius : in order that it 
may afford pleasure, be agreeable, to the hearers. Comp. also Chrysostom, who 
compares the discourse to a fragrant ointment. But, apart from the fact 
that discourses, which are good rpoc oixodouyy tie ypelac, cannot always be 
agreeable (1 Cor. vii. 8 ff.), this interpretation is opposed to linguistic 
usage, according to which ydpw didwus always signifies gratificari, to 
confer a kindness, to show a service of love, or the like (Jas. iv. 6 ; 1 Pet. v. 
fy lave sbhl, CHG 1eks Vbooie, Th DUlls Wkolos ve 116} 8 fstoyolng AU), TIGBESo TBeye 
Legg. iii. p. 702 C ; also in the passages adduced by Wetstein and Kypke). 

Ver. 80. Connected by xa? with what precedes ; hence not, with Lach- 
mann and Tischendorf, to be separated by a full stop from ver. 29, by which 
there would result an exhortation too indefinite in the connection. — And 
grieve not (which would take place by means of Adyar carpoi) the Holy Spirit 
of God. Evil discourses are so opposed to the holy nature and aim of the 
Divine Spirit, who dwells in the Christians, that He cannot fail to be 
grieved thereat.* An anthropopathic conception of the consciousness, with 
which the Spirit of God is holily affected, of the incongruity of human ac- 
tion with His holiness ; but how truly and touchingly in keeping with the 
idea of the love of God, which bears sway in His Spirit (Rom. v. 5)! The 
man becomes conscious of this grieving of the divine rvedua, when he, who 
has become through the atonement and sanctification the dwelling-place of 
the Spirit, no longer receives from this Spirit the testimony that he is the 
child of God (Rom. viii. 16). The chosen expression, ‘‘ the Holy Spirit of 
God,” renders the enormity of such action most palpable. An allusion, we 
may add, to Isa. lxiii. 10 is not to be assumed, since in that passage the 
raposbvev [exasperating] of the Spirit is characteristic. — év 6 éodpay. tic 
nuépav arodurp. | furnishes motive for the exhortation : for if ye have received 


1 Plat. Rep. vii. p. 522 A, and Stallbaum mimote evtevénrar TH Oe@ Kai amoorh amd cod, 
in loc. “Distress not the Holy Spirit that dwell- 
2 Beza. ° eth in you, lest he entreat God, and he de- 
5 Comp. Hermas, ii. 10. 8, as also ii. 3: «h part from you.” 
SAiBe TO mvedma ayrov To év Gol KaToLKODdY, 
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so great a benefit through the Holy Spirit, how wrong (ungrateful) is it 
when you grieve Him! Harless, following older expositors, finds the possi- 
bility of losing the seal here hinted at. But to this 7 Avmeire points less nat- 
urally than 2) rapogivere (Isa. lxiii. 10) would point to it. —écgpay.] quite 
as at i. 13. — cic juép. arodurp.] for the day of redemption ; when at the Pa- 
rousia the certainty of the deliverance unto salvation, indicated by éo¢pay., 
becomes reality. As to arodbrpworc, comp. on i. 14; Luke xxi. 28 ; also 
Rom. viii. 23. 

Vv. 31, 32. Icxpia] Bitterness, 2.e., fretting spitefulness, Acts viii. 23 ; Jas. 
ili. 14."— As to the distinction between @uyud¢ (ebullition of anger) and épyfh, 
see on Rom. il. 8; Gal. v. 20. The context shows, we may add, that here 
loveless and hostile anger is meant : hence there is no inconsistency with 
ver. 26. —xpavyf] clamor, in which hostile passion breaks out, Acts xxiii. 9.? 
— Bracdnuia] not : ‘‘ verba, quae Dei honorem . . . laedunt,” ‘‘ words that 
injure God’s honor,” Grotius ; but, in accordance with the context, evil- 
speaking against the brethren, comp. Col. iii. 8; 1 Tim. vi. 4; Matt. xii. 
31, xv. 19. —xaxia] is here not badness in general, vitiositas,* but, in harmony 
with the connection, the special spite, malice, Rom. i. 29; Col. iii. 8. This 
is the leaven of the rixpia k.7.2. — yiveote| not be, but become, in keeping with 
the ap0frw ad’ budv. — ypyoroi} kind, Col. ili. 12.4 The conjecture that the 
word contains an allusion to the name Christians,® is an arbitrary fancy. — 
evorAayxvo] compassionate. Comp. Manass. 6; 1 Pet. iii. 8, and the pas- 
sages from the Test. XII. Patr. in Kypke. — yapiGouevn] forgiving, 2 Cor. 
ii. 7, 10, xii. 18. The explanation donantes [donating] (Vulgate), largientes 
[giving bountifully] (Erasmus), is not in keeping with the context. — éavroic] 
equivalent to aaAgrow. See on Col. iii. 12. —KadOc kal 6 Oedc x.7.2.] Motive 
to the yap:t. éavt., from their own experience of the archetypal conduct of 
God. Matt. vi. 14, xviii. 21 ff. — év Xpior@] in Christ, in whose self-surren- 
der to the death of atonement the act of the divine forgiveness was accom- 
plished, i. 6 f. ; 2 Cor. v. 19. 


Notrs py AMERICAN EDITOR. 


XXXVI. Ver. 2. peta ruéone rarevodpootvne K.T.A. 


«The very work for which Christ’s gospel came into the world was no other 
than to cast down the mighty from their seat, and to exalt the humble and 
meek ; it was then only in accordance with this its task and mission that it 
should dethrone the heathen virtue peyadopuyia, and set up the despised 
Tarewogpootvn in its room... Indeed, the very word rarewogpootvy is, I 
believe, itself a birth of the gospel; I am not aware of any Greek writer 
who employed it before the Christian era, or apart from the influence of 
Christian writings after... The use which heathen writers make of 


1 See Wetstein, ad Rom. iii. 14 ; Loesner, anger. 

Onss. p. 344 f.; Wyttenbach, ad Plut. Mor. 3 Cic. Tusc. iv. 15. 34. 

VI. p. 1033. 4See Tittmann, Synon. pp. 140, 195. 
2 Chrysostom calls the xpavy7 the steed of 5 Olshausen. 
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rareiwéc, tarewérnc, and other words of this family, shows plainly in what 
sense they would have employed rarevvogpoovvn, had they thought it good 
to allow the word. For indeed the instances in which ramewvéc is used in 
any other than an evil sense, and to signify aught else than that which 
is low, slavish and mean-spirited, are few and altogether exceptional.” 
(french, Synonyms of the N. T., First Series, p. 201). As to its relation to 
mpabrn¢ : ‘*The gospel of Christ did not to so great an extent rehabilitate 
mpaérn¢ . . . Hpadryc did not require to be turned from a bad sense to a good, 
but only to be lifted up from a lower good to a higher.’’ Aristotle ‘finds the 
mpabrn¢e worthy of praise, more because by it a man retains his own equanimity 
and composure, than from any nobler reason.” But ‘the scriptural tpadrn¢ 
is not in man’s outward behavior only ; nor yet in his relations to his fellow- 
men ; as little in his mere outward disposition. Rather it is an unwrought 
grace of the soul, and the exercises of it are first and chiefly towards God 
(Matt. xi. 29 ; James i. 21). It expresses that temper of spirit in which we 
accept His dealings with us without disputing and resisting ; and it is closely 
linked with the rarecvogpootvvy, and follows close upon it (Eph. iv. 2; Col. iii. 
12), because it is only the humble heart which is also the meek ; and which as 
such does not fight against God, and more or less struggle and contend with 
Him.”’ 
XXXVII. Ver. 5. pia riozic. 


Meyer’s position is confirmed by Harless, who denies absolutely the applica- 
tion of fides quae creditur to rior¢ in Scripture. Nevertheless, the qualification 
of Ellicott should not be overlooked: ‘‘ That this, however, must not be 
unduly limited to the feeling of the individual, e.g., to faith in its utterly sub- 
jective aspect, seems clear from the use of uia and the general context. As 
there is one Lord, so the pia riozi¢ is not only a subjective recognition of this 
eternal truth, but also necessarily involves a common objective profession. 


XXXVIII. Ver. 5. Omission of the Lord’s Supper. 


Eadie, Ellicott, Alford, Braune agree in the explanation as given by the last : 
«<The Lord’s Supper is rather an act of the preserved unity than a motive for 
its preservation. It is celebrated by those who have been reconciled with God 
and hold each other to be brethren ; it does not so much give an impulse to 
peaceableness, as it is a result of the same, as acommon celebration of those 
who have been united together, as an attestation of the church which has 
become one in the Lord.’’ Alford adds: ‘‘In 1 Cor. x. 17, where an act was 
in question which was a clear breach of union, it forms the rallying-point.”’ 


XXXIX. Ver. 8. fake dduara. 


The idea of édwxe cannot be justified from the letter of Ps. lxviii. 18. The 
form of the quotation would be unallowable in an uninspired writer. But by 
illumination of the Holy Spirit, the apostle discerns the true idea involved in 
Christ’s reception of gifts, and employs a word which will the more fully and 
clearly express the mind of the Spirit in the Psalm. ‘We cannot argue 
from the meaning of the word, but we may from the scope of the passage. 
The truth is, that the apostle sees in the literal O. T. a higher spiritual signifi- 
cance... The apostle sees that when a king takes, he takes to give, and 


Sea 
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therefore substitutes the one word for the other, without at all putting the 
one word as the translation of the other.” (Perowne on Ps. Ixviii. 19). ‘‘ We 
admit then frankly and freely the verbal difference, but remembering that the 
apostle wrote under inspiration of the Holy Ghost, we recognize here neither 
imperfect memory, precipitation (Riick.), arbitrary change (Calv.), acecommoda- 
tion (Morus), nor Rabbinical interpretation (Meyer), but simply the fact that 
the psalm, and especially ver. 18, had a Messianic reference, and bore within it 
a further, fuller and deeper meaning. This meaning the inspired apostle, by a 
slight change of language and the substitution of ‘ gave’’ for the more dubious 
“received,” succinetly, suggestively and authoritatively unfolds’ (Ellicott). 


XL. Ver. 8. nypaddrevoev aiypahwolav x.7.2, 


The roic avOpdmoug in the succeeding clause must not be pressed too far on 
either side in the interpretation of the aiyuadwoiav. The former might readily 
be included under the latter, the reference being to the same object only with 
a changed relation, as Harless, Olshausen and Braune evidently regard it. On 
the other hand, the aiywadwoiav probably includes everything arrayed against 
Christ’s power, ‘‘sin, death and conscience,” Luther, Er. ed. 64: 240; or 
«Satan and the gates of hell,” Calovius, or, with the great body of interpreters, 
«‘Satan, sin and death,” which, against their will, are converted into means for 
advancing the salvation of men. Thus a continual repetition of what is stated 
in Heb. ii. 14 is occurring. Yet what occurs thus with these forces of the evil 
world is also fulfilled in another manner with converted men. They become 
“‘ gifts” to their fellow-men in the church by first having been led willing cap- 
tives by the great conqueror. This is the history of all the ‘apostles,” 
«‘prophets,” ‘‘evangelists,” etc., enumerated in ver. 11, as the church's 
“gifts,” 


XLI. Ver. 9. eic¢ ra katérepa mépn. 


«The greater the descent, the greater the ascent ; and if the aiyyadwoia con- 
sisted of Satan and his powers, the warfare in which they were taken captive 
would most naturally be contemplated in all its extent, as reaching to their 
habitation itself : ‘This ascent, what does it imply but a descent, and that even 
to the lower parts of the earth, from which the spoils of victory were fetched. 
This meaning seems to be upheld by the ra rdvta which follows, as well as by 
the contrast’’’ (Alford). So among English writers, Ellicott and Barry. Dr. 
Riddle suggests that this view may have been maintained from the desire to 
sustain the article of the Creed: ‘‘He descended into hell,” while ‘‘ the other 
may have been quite as much influenced by the fear of favoring the Romish 
appendages.’’ Eadie has an analysis of the various views, and along defence 
of the expression as referring to the earth. Braune correctly rejects with 
Meyer Chrysostom’s interpretation, which applies it to Christ’s burial, Phil- 
ippi (Kirch, Glaubens, iv, 1, 171) refers it to the Incarnation. 


XLII. Ver. 10. iva rAnpdon 7a ravra. 


Luther : ‘That in all things he might work all, and without Him nothing bh 
done, thought, or spoken’’ (Randglossen, Er]. ed. Ixiv. 241). 
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XLII. Ver. 13. rij¢ exvyvdceac. 


“COlear and exact knowledge” (Cremer). See Note XIII., chap. i. 17: 
‘‘ Christians are not to be, as in times past, some fully informed in one section 
of truth, but erring through defective information on other points concerning 
the Saviour—some with a superior knowledge of the merits of His death, and 
others with a quicker perception of the beauties of His life . . . but they are 
to be characterized by the completeness and harmony of their ideas of the 
power, the work, the history, the love, and the glory of the Son of God” 
(Eadie). 


XLIV. Ver. 13. cic wétpov x.7.A. 


fAckia has rarely in classical Greek the meaning of ‘‘ stature,’ but often used 
of ‘‘the flower or prime of life, i.e., from 17 to 45,’’ and of women, ‘‘ marriage- 
able age” (Liddell and Scott). 


XLY. Ver. 16. dvd maone ad7e THe Extyopnyiac. 


The use of d¢7¢ for joint is found in Aristotle, whose terminology is decisive 
as to the propricty of the application. Col ii. 19 seems to clearly settle the 
fact that it must have such meaning here. So Eadie, Ellicott, Alford, Riddle. 


XLVI. Ver. 18. dia tHv dyvolay k.7.A. 


Neither Tischendorf nor Westcott and Hort approve of the deletion of the 
commas, which Meyer finds necessary for his interpretation. There is nothing 
difficult in tracing their habitual ignorance to repeated acts whereby the light 
of the truth was excluded. An effort to be ignorant results in a state of com- 
plete darkening of understanding. Neither is this in any way inconsistent 
with the doctrine of original sin. The earlier condition of the heathen was 
one in which they were more susceptible to the movements of divine grace. 
‘‘For this two-fold condition’’ (i.e., of darkening and alienation), «the apostle 
gives a two-fold ground, whose members mutually condition each other, because 
they are attached to one and the same subject. . . . The condition of their 
darkening and alienation from the life that is of God depends upon their in- 
ner ignorance and hardness of heart. That this inner ignorance is not a mere 
limitation of the understanding, is expressed by the combination with the 
mopwotc’ (Harless). 


XLVII. Ver. 21. xa9dc éoruv aanbera. 


There is an antithesis here to the év waradérnt of ver. 17. As opposed to 
this vanity, the quality of their teaching is here described as truth, while «the 
next verse contains its substance ’’ (Hadie) or contents. 


XLVII. Ver. 22. tov radadv dvOpwrov. 


“A bold and vivid personification of the old nature we inherit from Adam, 
the source and seat of original and actual transgression’’ (Kadie). ‘Our 
former unconverted self ; personification of our whole sinful condition before 
regeneration (Rom. vi. 6 ; Col. iii. 9), and opposed to the xacvoc or véoc dvOpuro¢ 
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(ver. 24 ; Col. iii, 10)” (Ellicott). ‘The natural man in the corruption of his 
sin” (Braune). Meyer’s exception to the reference of this by Calovius to orig- 
inal sin is at once answered by the fact that, with Calovius, original sin is the 
sinful habit, which begins to be laid aside in regeneration. The examination 
of the controversy with Rome on this topic in Apology of Augsburg Confession, 
Art ii., pp. 75-83, will give much light here. 


XLIX. Ver. 26. éxi rapopyiouo bor. 


“The rapopyioudc of Eph. iv. 26 is not dpy7, however we may translate it 
‘wrath.’ This it cannot be ; for the rapop)opuoc there is absolutely forbidden ; 
the sun shall not go down upon it ; whereas under certain conditions dpy7 is a 
righteous passion to entertain. TheScripture has nothing in common with the 
stoic’s absolute condemnation of anger ; it takes no such loveless view of other 
men’s sins as his who said: ‘Disturb not thyself ; if any one sins, he sins to 
himself’ (Marc. Ant. iv. 46). It inculeates no apathy, but only a restraint over 
passion . . . The Scripture permits, and not only permits, but when the right 
occasion for it has arrived, demands it. ... There is a ‘wrath of God,’ a 
wrath also of the merciful Son of Man (Mark ili. 5), and a wrath which right- 
eous men not only may, but, as they are righteous, must feel; nor can there 
be a surer and sadder token of an utterly prostrate moral condition than the 
not being able to be angry with sin—and sinners.” . . . Yet ‘‘there is that 
which may cleave even to a righteous anger, the rapopy:oyéc, the irritation, the 
exasperation, which must be dismissed at once’’ (Trench, Synonyms, First 
Series, 180, 181). 
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CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 2. juac... guar] Tisch. [Treg. and West. and Hort]: dudc... 
tudv. But the witnesses for this are of unequal value and not strong enough, 
specially as the pronoun of the second person naturally presented itself from 
the context. — Ver. 4, kui aicyp. cai] A D* E* F G, min. Sahid. Vulg. It. and 
Fathers of some importance: 7 aicyp. 7. Approved by Griesb., adopted by 
Lachm. and Riick., and rightly so ; the Recepta appears to be an old alteration 
in accordance with ver. 3, where also it is only at the third vice that 7 comes 
in. N* has kcal aloyp. 7, as also Syr. p. — Ta ove dvyKovta] AB &, 31, 67, 73, 
Clem. Antioch. Ephr, Cyr. : @ ov« avixev. So Lachm. and [Tisch. Treg. West. 
and Hort] Riick. ; commended also by Griesb. An interpretation, probably 
occasioned by the fact that the following dAAda wa2Aov evyap. was regarded as 
the contrast to Td ob« avyiKovta. — Ver. 5. iote] Elz.: éoré, in opposition to far 
preponderant evidence. Defended, it. true, by Matth. (‘‘ pluribus Graecis in 
mentem venire poterat fore,” ‘‘ tore could occur to most Greeks,” but evidently a 
mechanical miswriting or alteration ; rejected also by Reiche, Hofmann and 
Ewald.- 6¢ éotw eidwdoAdtpnc| [Lachm. West. and Hort], following only B &, 
67*** lect. 40, Cyr. Jer., has 6 éorw eidwhoAatpnc, which Milland Griesb. reeom- 
mended. FG, Vulg. It. Goth. Victorinus, Cyprian, Ambrosiaster have 6 éori 
eldwAodatpeia. By the latter the original 6¢ éori eidwAo? dtpyc, which seemed to 
require an explanation, that it might not be misunderstood, was explained, and 
subsequently eidwAoAdrpye was restored, whereby the reading of Lachm. arose.— 
Ver. 9. gwté¢] Elz. Matth.: zvetuaroc, in opposition to decisive witnesses. 
Gloss from Gal. v. 25. — Ver. 17. ovvievte¢] A B 8, min, Chrys. ms. Damase. 
Jer. : ovviere. So Lachm. [Tisch. Treg. West. and Hort] and Riick, Harless, 
however, has ovvidvtec, after D*¥ FG. The latter, though doubtless to be ac- 
cented cvvidvtes (see on Rom. iii, 11), is as the less common form to be pre- 
ferred ; the imperative is a gloss from the context, supported by no version. — 
Ver. 19. mvevuatixaic] is wanting only in B, Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast., and is 
bracketed by Lachm. It might have been introduced from Col. iii. 16 ; but 
the evidence for the omission is too weak, and the omission might easily be 
occasioned by the homoeoteleuton. — év 77 xapdia] Lachm. and Riick. : év rai¢ 
capdiac, after important witnesses (not B). But the plural would in itself very 
naturally occur to the copyists, and still more from the comparison of Col. iii. 
16. — Ver. 21. Xpuorov] Elz, : Ocot, in opposition to decisive witnesses, among 
which D E F G, codd. of It. add ’Ijcov, some before, some after the Xp. Mill 
already rightly judges that ¢480¢ @cod was the more current conception, whereby 
Geoi (K : kupiov) was brought in ; $680¢ Xporod does not occur elsewhere. —Ver. 
22. After avdpdow, Elz. Scholz have brordocecbe, and Lachm. [and Treg. ] 
brotaccéobwcav. The latter in accordance with A X, min. Copt. Vulg. Goth. 
Clem. (once) Basil, Damase. Ambrosiast. Pelag. D EF G, lect. 19, It. Syr. have 
the Recepta, but before roi¢ idiow. These diversities only confirm the proba- 
bility that the verb was originally wanting, as also B, codd. Gr. in Jer. Clem. | 
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(once) have no verb, The verb, deleted by Tisch. and rejected by Reiche [and 
West. and Hort], is an expedient to help the construction. — Ver. 23. dvjp (Elz.: 
6 dvyp) and avréc (Elz.: kai aitde éore) rest on decisive critical evidence ; 
although Reiche again defends the Recepta, which is a smoothing of the text. — 
Ver. 24. idiowc] is, following B D* E* F GX, min. codd. It., with Lachm. Treg. 
Tisch. [West. and Hort], to be deleted as an addition from ver. 22.— Ver. 25. 
éavtév] is wanting in A B &, min. Clem. Orig. Cyr. Chrys. Deleted by Lachm. 
Tisch. and Rick. But if anything were added to yuvaixac, it would be most 
natural to add idiac from ver. 22. The judy read in F G (Vulg. It. etc. : vestras) 
is an explanation of éavrap, and tells in favor of this, the dropping out of which 
is to be explained from its superfluousness. — Ver. 27. airéc] Elz. : abray, in 
opposition to far preponderating testimony ; altered from a failure to under- 
stand the emphatic airéc. — Ver. 28. Lachm. has rightly adopted, on decisive 
authority, ojtwc¢ Kai oi avdpeg dg¢etdAovotv, B has the order otrwe od. 
kat ol évdpoc. —Ver. 29. Instead of Xpioréc, Elz. has xvpioc, in opposition to 
decisive evidence. — Ver. 30. ék tij¢ capKéc atov Kai éx Tov doT. avTod] is wanting 
in A B &* 17, 67** al., Copt. Aeth. Method. and perhaps Ambrosiast. Deleted 
by Lachm. [Treg. Tisch. West. and Hort], suspected also by Mill and Griesb., 
defended by Reiche. The omission has arisen either from mere accident, by 
passing in the process of copying from the first avrov immediately to the third, 
or more probably through design, from want of perceiving the suitableness of 
the words in the context, and judging their meaning inappropriate. If they 
had been added from the LXX. Gen. ii. 23, we should have found written éx 
TOV doTéwy avtTod Kal éx THC CapKd¢ adtov. —Ver. 31. Tov rar. abtod kK. T. wyT.] 
Lachm. and Tisch. on preponderant testimony have merely ratépa xa? pqrépa. 
Rightly ; the Recepta is from the LXX.— rpodc¢ tiv yvv.] Lachm. and Rick. : 
TH yuvacki, in accordance doubtless with many and considerable witnesses (not 
B), but an alteration in conformity with the LXX. (according to A, Ald.) and 
Matt. xix. 5. 


ContEents.—Exhortation to the imitation of God, to love, as Christ 
through His sacrificial death has loved us (vv. 1, 2). Warning against un- 
chastity, avarice, and other vices, inasmuch as they exclude from the Mes- 
sianic kingdom (vv. 3-5). The readers are not to let themselves be deceived 
by empty words, and not to hold fellowship with the vicious ; for, as those 
who from being dark have become Christianly enlightened, they are under 
obligation to walk accordingly, and to have no fellowship with the works 
of darkness, but rather to rebuke them, which is a course as necessary as it 
is salutary (vv. 6-14). They are therefore to be careful in their walk as 
wise (vv. 15-17), and not to become drunken, but to become full of the Holy 
Spirit, which fulness must express itself by alternate utterance in psalms 
and hymns, by singing praise in the silence of the heart, and by continual 
Christian thanksgiving towards God (vv. 18-20). Subject the one to the 
other in the fear of Christ, the wives are to render to their husbands true 
Christian subjection (vv. 21-24), and the men to their wives true Christian 
love (vv. 25-83), in connection with which, however, the wife owes rever- 
ence to the husband (ver. 33). 

Vv. 1, 2. If Paul has just said kabd¢ kai 6 Oed¢ éxapioaro iyiv, he now, on 
the ground of these words (ody), sums up under one head the duty of love 
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expressed in detail, iv. 32, and that as imitation of God by a loving walk, 
such as stands in appropriate relation to the love shown to us by Christ, 
which serves as pattern for our conduct. With this is expressed the specific 
character and degree of the love required as an imitation of God (John xiii. 
34, xv. 18). Accordingly, ver. 1 corresponds to the xafo¢ kai 6 Oed¢ év Xp. 
éyapicato as a whole, and ver. 2 to the év Xpior6 in particular ; yivecbe oby at 
the same time corresponds emphatically to the yiveo6e dé of iv. 82, introducing 
in another form—flowing from the last words of ver. 32—the same thing 
as was introduced by yiveoSe dé. —a¢ réxva ayar.] in accordance with your 
relation to God as His beloved children. dayaryrd denotes neither amabiles, 
“lovely,” ! nor good, excellent children, nor is it to be said with Vater : ‘‘ ut 
solent liberi, qui twnc diliguntur,” ‘‘as children are wont, who are then 
loved;” but what 2 love has God shown to us by the viovecta (1 John iii. 
1; Rom. vy. 8, 5, al.) ! Now, to be God’s beloved child, and not to become 
like the loving Father, how contradictory were this! See Rom. vi. 1 ff.; 1 
John iv. 7 ff.; Matt. v.45. Yet the expression ‘‘imitators of God” is found 
with Paul only here. — xai] annexes wherein this imitation of God must 
consist, namely, therein, that Jove is the element in which their life-walk 
takes place—love, such as also Christ has displayed towards us.—xai rapédwxev 
«.T.4.] Practical proof of the 7ydérycev. Comp. ver. 25 ; Rom. v. 8 f.; Gal. 
ii. 20. Paul might have written rapéorycev, but wrote rapédux., because he 
thought of the matter as a self-surrender. The notion of sacrifice does not 
lie in the verb, but in the attributes.2 We may add that with zapéd. we 
have not to supply ei¢ Savarov,? but +6 Gcd* belongs to it, to the connecting 
of which with ei¢ dcuyy evwdiac * the order of the words is opposed (comp. Ex. 
xxix. 18; Lev. i. 9, 18, 17, xxiii. 18, 18 ; Gen. viii. 21), since the emphatic 
prefixing of 76 Oe6, if it belonged to elc dou. evwd., would be quite without 
reason, inasmuch as there is not any kind of contrast (for instance, to human 
satisfaction) in the case. —irép judr] for our behalf, in order to reconcile us 
to God. The idea of substitution is not expressed in the preposition,® but 
lies in the conception of a sacrifice, under which the N. T. represents the 
death of Christ,’ and that, indeed, as expiatory sacrifice. See on Rom. v. 
6 ; Gal. ili. 18. — rpoogopay x. Svoiav] as an offering and a sacrifice. The 
latter (M31) is a more precise definition of the former ; for rpocdopd is every- 
thing in general which is brought as an offering, whether it be bloody or 
unbloody (M13).° Comp. Ecclus. xiv. 11. Of the sacrifice of Christ, also 
Heb. x. 10, 14. Harless explains the joining of the two substantives to the 
effect that Christ, as He was a sacrifice for others (Svoiav), also presented 
Himself as an offering (mpocdopdv). But, apart from the fact that thus Paul 
must logically have written Svoiav x. rpoodopay (asin Ps, xl. 7; Heb. x. 5), 


1 Zanchius. 6See also van Hengel, ad Rom. I. 
2 In opposition to Hofmann’s objection. p. 459 f. 
3 Grotius, Harless, and others. 7In opposition to Hofmann, Schriftbew. 


4 Which Bengel, Hofmann, and others II. 1, p. 883 f., who makes the apostle mere- 
with less simplicity attach to poo. x. ly say, ‘‘that Christ has gone the way of 
Sualav. death, in order as our well-pleasing repre- 

5 Luther, Koppe, Meier, Harless sentative to come to God.” j 
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both words, in fact, state in what character Christ presented Himself to God, 
both express the objective relation, while the subjective relation of Christ is 
Comp. 1 Pet. i. 18. — ic donq 
evodiac] so that it became for Him an odor of fragrance, figurative designation 
of its acceptableness to God (Phil. iv. 18), after the Hebrew NW3-M) (Lev. i. 
9, 13, 17, il. 12, iii. 5), which was the original veal, anthropopathic basis of 
the cdea of the acceptableness of a sacrifice to God.! The underlying notion 
of the burning of that which was offered did not of course come into account 
in the case of the iAaorfpiov of Jesus, but the thought of the expression is in 
the sacrificial designation of the atoning deed independent of its origin.’ 
— The question whether Christ is here in reality presented as an expiatory 
sacrifice, or merely as one who in His self-surrender well-pleasing to God 
has left us a pattern,? has been raised by the Socinians,‘ who denied the 
former,® is decided not merely by irép judy, but by the view prevailing 
throughout the N. T., and specially with Paul, of the death of Jesus as the 
iAaorhpiov, Rom. iii. 25 (comp. also Matt. xx. 28, xxvi. 28; 1 Pet. i. 18; 1 Tim. 
ii. 6), which also is contained here in Svoiay.° Certainly the main point in 
the connection of our passage is the love displayed by Christ, but the practi- 
cal proof of this love is represented as that which it just really was, namely, 
as expiatory sacrifice ; in opposition to which the addition ei¢ dcop. evwd., 
which in the O. T., save in Lev. iv. 31,’ is not used of expiatory sacrifices, 
isnot to be urged, inasmuch as—even apart from Lev. /.c.—Christ offered up 
Himself, consequently His expiatory sacrifice was at the same time a voluntary 
offering. 

Ver. 3. Aé] leading over to another portion of the exhortation. — axadapoia 
and rAsovegia, quite as at iv. 19, the two main vices of heathendom. The 
latter thus is here neither insatiability in lust,® nor ‘‘imprimis de prostibulis, 
quae sunt vulgato corpore, ut quaestum lucrentur,”’ ‘‘ especially of courtesans 
who prostitute their bodies for pay,” Koppe, Stolz, but : avarice. — ij] is 
not equivalent to xa/,* nor yet explicative, ” but disjunctive, separating another 
vice from the correlative ropveia kal raca axaSapoia; “ neither fornication and 
every kind of uncleanness, nor avarice, nor shamelessness (ver. 4), etc. 
— unde ovouatéodu év iuiv] not once be named, etc. ; ixavdg rd wroapdy Tov eipy- 
pévov brédecke, Kal abtac abtév tpoonyopiac tHE pvAunc eopioar KEretoac, “ He 
sufficiently indicated that which was impure in the subjects mentioned, 
enjoining that their very names be banished from memory,” Theodoret.”— 


conveyed in rapédwoxev éavtiv trip judv. 


1 See Gen. viii. 21; Ewald, Alterth. p. 31. 

2 Without that which is symbolized in 
‘oruy evwdias, the sacrifice of Christ would 
not have been propitiatory. Comp. on the 
expression itself the Homeric «vicaons 750s 
aitun, ‘ sweet savor of fat,’ Od. xii. 369. 

3 So Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 118; Riickert. 

4See Catech. Racov. 484, ed. Oeder, 
p. 1006. 

5 See also Calovius, Bibl. ill. p. 716 f. 

6Comp. Lechler, apost. und nachapost. 
Zeitalter, p. 77; Ebrard, Lehre von der stell- 
vertret. Genugth. p. 68 ff.; Philippi, Dogm. 


TV. 2, p. 294 ff. 

7 See, with regard to this passage, Oehler 
in Herzog’s Hncykl. X. p. 648. 

8 As Heinsius (corntroverted by Salmasius, 
de foen. Trap. p. 121 ff.), Estius, Locke, 
Baumgarten, Michaelis, Zachariae, and 
others would take it. 

* Salmasius, Schleusner. 

10 Heinsius. 

11 Comp. Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 275 f. 

12 Comp. ver. 12. Dio Chrys. p. 360 B: 
oraow Sé ovdé bvopd ew akiov map’ vmiv, It 
is improper for you even to mention the 
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Kado mpérer cyto] namely, that these vices should not once be mentioned 
among them. So aicypda ovéuara, ‘‘ such disgraceful words” ’ are they ! 

Ver. 4. Aicypérnc]| abomination, disgraceful conduct.? Most expositors, in- 
cluding Riickert, Meier, Holzhausen, Olshausen,* limit it to disgraceful utter- 
ances, but without warrant of linguistic usage (this would be aicypodoyia, see 
Col. iii. 8; Ken. de rep. Lac. v.6 ; Aristot. derep. vii. 17 ; Polyb. viii. 13. 8, 
xii. 18. 8) ; or in the context, in which it is only the following elements 
that contain the unchristian speaking. — ywpodoyia] is the carrying on of in- 
sipid, foolish talk.* — evtparedia] signifies properly ready versatility from tpéro 
and ev), urbanity ; then specially a witty, jesting manner ; and in a bad 
sense, as here, the witticism of frivolity, scurrilitas, ‘‘ scurrility.”’* [See Note 
L., p. 524.]—radobx avgxovta] as that which is unseemly. Comp. Winer, 
pp. 221, 388 f. It refers only to pupodroyia and ebtparedia, since for aicxpéry¢ 
such a characteristic description would be entirely superfluous, and 47.24 padAov 
evyaptotia] points back merely to those peccata oris, ‘‘ oral sins.” —4a//4 parAdov 
evyaptotia] From the preceding j7dé dvoyaléodu év buiv we have here to supply 
éotw or yuvéodw év buiv, which is contained therein, in accordance with a well- 
known brachylogy.® evyapioria is, according to standing usage,” not grace- 
Sulness of speech, as Jerome, Calvin,® Salmasius, Cajetanus, Hammond, Sem- 
ler, Michaelis, Wahl, Meier, and others would take it, which would be 
evyapt, but giving of thanks, in which case there results a contrast far more 
in keeping with the Christian character and the profoundly vivid piety of 
the apostle (comp. Col. ii. 7, iii. 15, 17 ; 1 Thess. v. 18). Gratitude towards 
God (for the salvation in Christ), expressing itself in their discourse, is to 
supersede among Christians the two faults before mentioned, and to sanctify 
their oral intercourse. ‘‘Linguae abusui opponitur sanctus et tamen laetus 
usus,” ‘‘the holy and yet joyful use of the tongue is opposed to its abuse,” 
Bengel. Morus erroneously refers it to thanksgiving towards others; ‘‘ the 
language of courtesy.” 

Ver. 5. Paul returns to the vices mentioned ver. 3, and assigns the reason 
for their prohibition. —iore y:vdoxovrec] indicative ; Paul appeals to the con- 
sciousness of the readers, which, considering their familiarity with the prin- 
ciple laid down, was at all events more natural to him, and more in keep- 
ing with the destination as a motive (yép), than the imperative sense.® The 
participle, however, is not here to be explained from the well-known 


faction.” Herod. i. 188: aoca 58 ode roréery 
ov é£eoTt, Tavta ovdé Aéyew é€ear, ‘* What it 
is not allowable to do, it is not allowable 
even to mention.” Dem. 1259, 17: & kai 
dvop.dgev dKvycatm’ av, “ which I would hesi- 
tate even to mention.” 

1 Plat. Rep. p. 344 B, and Stallbaum in Joc. 

2 Plat. Gorg. p. 525 A. 

8’ Not Matthies and Harless. 

4 Antig. de Mirab. 126: pwpodrwylas Kat 
adorcoxias, “idle talk and frivolity,” Arist. 
HT, A.i. 11; Plut. Mor. 504 A. 

® See in general, Wetstein ad loc. ; Dis- 
sen, ad Pind. p. 180; Kriiger on Thue. ii. 


41. 1, 

6 Kihner, IT. p. 604. 

7 Comp. also Loesner, Odss. p. 345 f. 

8 “Sermones nostros vera suavitate et 
gratia perfusos esse debere, quod fiet, si 
miscebimus utile dulci,” ‘“‘ Our conversation 
should be pervaded with true sweetness 
and grace, which will occur if we will 
mingle the useful with the sweet.”’ 

® Vulgate, Valla, Castalio, Vatablus, 
Erasmus Schmid, Estius, Grotius, Wolf, 
Bengel, Koppe, Rickert, Matthies, Ols- 
hausen, Bleek, and others. i 
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Hebrew and Greek mode of connecting the finite verb with its participle, ! 
inasmuch as yevéox. is another verb ; but it denotes the way and manner of 
the knowing.’ — ac. . . ok éyer] See on iv. 29, and Winer, p. 155. —éc¢ 
gory eidwAoAdtpnc| applies to the covetows man, whom Paul declares in a meta- 
phorical sense to be an idolater, inasmuch as such an one has made money 
and property his god, and has fallen away from the service of the true God 
(comp. Matt. vi. 24). Comp. Phil. iii. 19 ; Col. iii. 5; and the passages 
from Philo and the Rabbins, which express the same mode of regarding 
covetousness and other vices, in Wetstein, and Schittgen.? Doubtless ropveia 
and dxa¥apoia are also subtle idolatry ; but only with regard to avarice 
does Paul, here and at Col. iii. 5, bring it into special relief, in order with 
thoroughly deterrent force to make this felt kar’ éZoy4v, ‘‘ pre-eminently,” 
as antichristian (comp. 1 Tim. vi. 10). For Paul, in particular, whose all- 
sacrificing self-denial (2 Cor. vi. 10, xi. 27) stood so sharply contrasted with 
that self-seeking passion, such a peculiar branding of wAcoveezia was very nat- 
ural. Zachariae, Koppe,4 Meier, Harless, as also Fritzsche,’ refer 6¢ éorw eldwh. 
to all three subjects. Unnecessary deviation from that which after the singu- 
lar of the relative must most naturally suggest itself to the reader, and op- 
posed to the parallel Col. iii. 5, where #ri¢ éoriy eidwdodarpeia has its reference 
merely to the wAcovefia assured by the use of the article r7v rAcovetiav, and it 
is only afterwards that the comprehension of the before-named vices by 
means of the neuter plural dv’ & comes in. — ovk éyee KAnpovopiav] Comp. on 
i. 11. By means of the present tense the certain future relation is realized as 
present.° —év TH Baoid. Tov Xpiotov x. Ocov] for the Messianic kingdom be- 
longs to Christ and God, since Christ and God shall have the government of 
this kingdom. Christ opens it at His Parousia, and rules it under the su- 
preme dominion of God (1 Cor. xv. 27) until the final consummation, where- 
upon He yields it up to God as the sole ruler (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28). But, after 
Beza, Zanchius, Glass, Bengel,’ Riickert and Harless have explained it, on 
the ground of the non-repetition of the article : ‘‘of Him, who is Christ and 
God,” so that Christ is here spoken of as God.* Incorrectly, since Oeé¢ had 
no need of an article (see Winer, p. 110 f.; comp. BaoAeia Gcov, 1 Cor. vi. 9, 
10, xv. 50; Gal. v. 21), and Christ, in accordance with the strict monothe- 
ism of the apostle (comp. iv. 6), could not be called by him Oedc in the abso- 
lute sense, and never has at all been called by him Oeéc. See on Rom. ix. 


1 Winer, p. 317 f. 

2 This you are aware of from your own 
knowledge, so that I need not first to instruct 
you with regard to it, that, etc. Comp. the 
classic opav kai akovwy olda, “* I know by see- 
ing and hearing,” Xen. Cyr. iv. 1.°14. 
Todro thus applies to the following 67, 
not to ver. 3 f.,as Winer maintains. See 
Kihner, II. § 631. 2. 

3 Horae, p. 779. 

4 Koppe, we may add, allows a choice be- 
tween two arbitrary alterations of the lit- 
eral meaning. The sense in his view is 
either: ‘‘quae quidem flajilia regnant inter 


gentiles idololatras,” ‘‘ which crimes prevail 
indeed among Gentile idolaters,” or: ‘‘as 
little as an idolater.”’ 

5 De conformat. N. T. critica Lachm. I. 
1841, p. 46. 

® See Bernhardy, p. 371. 

7 Comp. also Calovius. 

8 Yet Riickert is of opinion, inconsistently 
enough, that the question whether Paul in 
reality here meant it so cannot be decided, 
because he is not here speaking of Christ 
in general, but only incidentally making 
mention of His kingdom, 
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5; Col. ii. 2.1 The designation of the kingdom as Baovteia of Christ and of 
God is climactic (comp. on Gal. i. 1), and renders the warning element more 
solemn and more powerful to deter, through the contrast with the supreme 
holiness of the kingdom.’ — On the proposition itself, comp. Gal. v. 21. 

Ver. 6. Let no one deceive you with empty words! In those against whom 
the warning is here given, Grotius sees partly heathen philosophers, partly 
Jews, which last ‘‘omnibus Judaizantibus, quomodecunque vixissent, partem 
fore dicebant in seculo altero,” ‘‘ said that for all Judaizers no matter how 
they lived there would be a part in the world to come.” Olshausen * thinks 
of frivolous Christians of antinomian sentiments, who would in future 
emerge ; Meier, of teachers of Gentile tendencies. In accordance with the 
context (éni rob¢ viode tH¢ areSelac, ovupétoxyor av’TOv, WTe yap ToTE oKéTOC) We 
have to understand Gentiles who have remained unbelieving, who in their in- 
tercourse with the Christians sought to palliate those Gentile vices, to give 
them out as matters of indifference, to represent abstaining from the same 
as groundless rigor, and thereby to entice back the Christians to the Gentile 
life. Their discourses were xévor, inasmuch as the corresponding contents, 
i.e., the truth, was wanting to them.* — dud ratra yap «.7.2.] for certainly 
very serious consequences follow these vices: on account of these vices (dia 
ravta emphatically prefixed) comes (down) the wrath of God upon the dis- 
obedient, for this vicious conduct piles up the load of guilt one day to re- 
ceive punishment (Rom. ii. 5), from which they could be liberated only by 
means of faith in Christ, the despising of whom leaves them to abide under 
the wrath of God and to encounter its judicial execution. To refer raira 
to the deceiving with empty words,* has against it not somuch the plural— 
since taira often also in classical writers denotes (see Winer, p. 146) one 
notion or thought (according to the aggregate of its several marks)—as 
rather the unsuitability of the sense in itself and to the following p7 ov 
yiveoSe «.7.A. a8 well as to the parallel Col. ii. 6. — 7 opy7 rod Ocov] Not the 
punishment of the present life is meant, ® since the opy7 tov Oeov is the opposite 
of the Baovreia, ver. 5 ; but the wrath of God in the day of judgment, which 
future, as in ver. 5, is realized as present. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 10. —The 
vioi tHe are. are here those refusing faith to the gospel, and thereby diso- 
bedient to God. It is otherwise ii. 2. Comp. Rom. xi. 30, xv. 31. 

Ver. 7. Ovv] since on account of these sins, etc. — ovuuéroyou avtav] abtav 
can, in keeping with the context, only be referred to the viove rie drew, 
whose co-partners the Christians become, if they practise the same sins, 
whereby they fall from the state of reconciliation (Rom. xi. 22 ; 2 Pet. iii. 
17) and incur the divine dpyf (ver. 5). Koppe’s interpretation : ‘‘ejusdem 
cum lis fortwnae compotem fieri,” ‘‘to become participant of the same fort- 


1Comp. Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. T. II. p. 299 f. ; also Kevodroyla, empty talk, Plut. 


p. 208 f. Mor. p. 1069 C ; Kevodoyetv, Isa. villi. 19. 
2 Comp. also Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. 5 Chrysostom places both explanations 
p. 207 f. side by side; comp. Theophylact and 
3 Comp. Bleek. Oecumenius. 


#Comp. Col. ii.8; LXX. Ex. vy. 9; al.; ® Calvin, Meier, and others; Matthies 
Plat. Lach. p. 196 B; Dem. 821, 11; Hom. combines present and future. 5 
Od. xxii. 249, and the passages in Kypke, 
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une with them,” is an importation at variance with the context (see vv. 8~ 
11). — As to ovupéroyoc, see on iii. 6. 

Ver. 8. Reason assigned for the exhortation just given : For your former 
state of darkness (with which those vices were in keeping) is past ; now, 
on the other hand, ye are Christianly enlightened ; as befits such, let your 
walk be. — jre] prefixed with significant stress, has the force of a ground 
assigned as praeterite, just as at Rom. vi. 17. Riickert incorrectly holds 
that Paul has omitted yév, which is at variance with good composition. The 
non-use of yév has its logical ground, and that in the fact, that the clause is 
not conceived in relation to, that which thereupon confronts it by dé. Just so 
in classical writers, where pév seems to be wanting.’ — oxdéroc] Abstrac- 
tum pro concreto, ‘‘ abstract for concrete,” to make the designation the 
stronger (Kiihner, II. p. 25 f.) : dark, by which the opposite of the posses- 
sion of divine truth is denoted. — viv dé «.r.A.] now on the other 
hand, since your conversion, how entirely different is it with you, 
how entirely different must your walk be! Light in the Lord are 
ye, z.¢., furnished with divine truth in your fellowship with Christ, 
in whom, as the source and giver of light (ver. 14), ye live and move. 
Comp. i. 18. —dc réxva gwd] as children of light, 1.2, as enlightened 
ones. Comp. 1 Thess. v. 5; Luke xvi. 8; John xii. 36. As such 
they are now to show themselves in their walk. Without oiv the exhor- 
tation comes in with the greater energy.’ 

Ver. 9. Parenthetic incitement to the observance of the preceding sum- 
mons, by holding forth the glorious fruit which the Christian illumination 
bears ; doxiudovrec is then (ver. 10) accompanying definition to repirareire, 
and the 7 cvyxowvwveite, ver. 11, continues the imperative form of address. 
For taking the participle of ver. 10 as grammatically incorrect in the sense 
of the imperative * there is absolutely no ground. — yép] for, not the merely 
explanatory namely, which introduces into the whole paraenetic chain of the 
discourse something feeble and alien. — 6 xapréc Tov gwrdc] indicates in a fig- 
urative manner the aggregate of the moral effects (kapréc¢ collective, as in 
Matt. iii. 8 ; Phil. i. 11) which the Christian enlightenment has as its result. 
Comp. on Gal. v. 22.4— év méon ayafwotvy] se. éori, so that every kind of 
probity (adyafwo., see on Rom. xv. 14 ; Gal. v. 22), etc., is thought of as that, 
in which the fruit is contained (consists).*— dicaootvy] moral rectitude, 
Rom. vi. 13, xiv. 17. See on Phil. i. 11.°—dAyOeia] moral truth, opposed 
to hypocrisy as ethical weidoc, 1 Cor. v. 8; Phil. i. 18, iv. 8; John iii. 21. 
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1 See Kriiger, Andav. iii. 4. 41; Bornemann, 
ad Cyrop. iii. 2. 12, Goth. ; Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 356 f. ; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 388. 

2 Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 510 
C; Dissen, ad Pind. Exc. II. p. 276. 

3 Bleek, following Koppe. 

4 Where what is here termed xapz. rod 
dwrds is called xapm. rod mvevuatos. Not as 
though mvedpa and $&s were one and the 
same thing (Delitasch, Bibl. Psychol. p. 390), 
but the Spirit, through whom God and 


Christ dwell in the heart, Rom. viii. 9, p7o- 
duces the $as in the heart (2 Cor. iv.6; Eph. 
i. 17 f.), so that the fruit of the Spirit is al- 
so the fruit of the light, and vice versa. 
Nor is the fruit of the word sown upon the 
good ground anything different. 

5 Comp. Matthiae, p. 1342. 

6 According to Phil. i. 11, the Christian 
moral rectitude has again its capmés in the 
several Christian virtues, which are the ex: 
pressions of its life. : 
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The general nature of these three words, which together embrace the whole 
of Christian morality, and that under the three different points of view 
‘‘ good, right, true,” forbids the assumption of more special contrasts, as 
e.g. in Chrysostom : ayafwo. is opposed to wrath, dixaioc. to seduction and 
deceit, 4478. to lying. Others present the matter otherwise ; see Theophy- 
lact, Erasmus, Grotius. 

Ver. 10. AoxizdCovrec] after the parenthesis in ver. 9, a modal definition of 
the walk called for in ver. 8, which is to be prosecuted under a searching 
consideration of what is well-pleasing to Christ (r@ «vpiw), as to which sub- 
jectively the Christian conscience (Rom. xiv, 23) and objectively the gospel 
of Christ (iv. 20 ; Rom. i. 16 ; Phil. i. 27) give the decision. Comp. ver. 
15 ; Rom. ‘xii. 2; 1 Thess. v. 21. 

Ver. 11. Svyxowaveire] have not fellowship with (the disobedient) in the 
works of darkness (comp. ver. 7; and as regards the dative, see on Phil. iv. 
14), z.¢., in those works, which are wrought in consequence of spiritual dark- 
ness—of the ethical frame of mind opposed to divine truth. Comp. Rom. 
xiii. 12. They are the gpya rovypa (Col. i. 21), the épya rH¢ capkéc (Gal. v. 
21), the vexpa épya (Heb. vi. 1), the épya aceBeiag (Jude 15). — roic axdproic] 
the non-fruitful ones, inasmuch, namely, as they draw no blessing after them. 
The perdition which they have as result (Rom. vi. 21, viii. 13 ; Gal. vi. 8 ; 
Eph. iv. 22, al.) is conceived as negation of blessedness (comp. ver. 5). 
Comp. épya vexpa, Heb. vi. 1, ix. 14. —paAdov 08 nat] but rather even, imo adeo. 
See on Gal. iv. 9; Rom. ix. 34. Bengel well remarks : ‘‘ non satis absti- 
nere est,” ‘‘it is not enough to abstain.” — éAéyyere] reprove them (these 
works), which occurs when they are not passed over in silence and indul- 
gently excused, but are held up with censure to the doer, and have their 
immorality discovered and brought home, in order to produce amendment. 
This chastening reproof is an oral one, since the context does not intimate 
anything else ; not one de facto, ‘‘ expressed in deeds,” ' not “‘ dictis et fac- 
tis,” ‘by words and deeds.”? Comp. on John iii. 20, xvi. 8; 1 Cor. xiv. 
24. 

Ver. 12 assigns the reason for the demand just expressed, éAéyyere, by 
pointing to what quite specially needed the é¢yyew,—by pointing to the 
secret vicious acts of the unbelievers, which are so horrible, that one must 
feel ashamed even but to mention them. Thus, consequently, the éaéyyere 
has its ground assigned as concerns its great necessity. — xpv¢m] not elsewhere 
in the N. T.* in the protasis has the emphasis,—hence it is prefixed,-—and 
denotes that which takes place in secret, in the darkness of seclusion. More 
special references, such as to the horrible excesses in connection with the 
heathen mysteries,* or even to the ‘‘ familiam Simonis Magi, quae erat infanda- 


1“Sancta nimirum et honesta vita,’ 
“doubtless a holy and honorable life,” 
Beza: comp. Erasmus, Cameron, Zanchius. 

2 Bengel; comp. Theophylact, Photius, 
Calovius, Holzhausen, Olshausen, and 
others. 

3 But see Deut. xxviii. 57; Wisd. xviii. 9: 


3 Mace. iv. 12; Xen. Symp. vy. 8; Pind. Ol. 
i. 75 ; Soph. Trach. 686, Antig. 85; to be writ- 
ten with Iota subscriptum, Ellendt, Lew. 
Soph. I. p. 992; Lipsius, Gramm. Unters. 
p. 6 f. 

4 Elsner, Wolf, Michaelis, Holzhausen. 
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rum libidinum magistra,” ‘‘establishment of Simon Magus which was the 
mistress of dreadful lusts,” ! have just as little warrant in the context as the 
weakening of the meaning of the word by Morus, who understands thereby 
the mores domesticos, ‘‘domestic habits,” of the Gentiles. According to 
Koppe,’ Meier, Harless, and Olshausen, the xpvd@ yevdueva are not meant to 
be specially the secret deeds of vice, but the Ep ya tot oxdrtove in general, 
which are so designated in accordance with the view conditioned by cxéroc.° 
But against this may be urged, first, the fact that oxdroc (here in the ethical 
sense) and xpv¢ are quite different notions, inasmuch as manifest vice also 
is an épyov Tov oxdtovc, whereas only the peccata occulta, ‘‘ secret sins,” take 
place «pvg@ ; secondly, the emphasis, which the prefixing of «pv¢7 demands 
for this word, and which, if «pvg7 denoted nothing special, would be entire- 
ly lost, so that Paul might have written merely ré yap yevdyeva in’ aitov 5 
thirdly, the contrast of the following gavepotra, which presupposes in the 
édéyxerv Something which had been done secretly ;* and lastly, that it would 
in fact be quite an exaggerated assertion to say of the sins of the Gentiles gen- 
erally, that it is a shame even to mention them. — tm’ avrav] by the viot r7¢ 
areOeiac. — kal Aéyerv| even only * to say, what they in secret do, one must be 
ashamed.® The tacit contrast is the roveiv of the doers. Compare the pndé 
of ver. 3. 


Remarx.—The confirmatory relation of ver. 12 to what precedes has 
been very variously apprehended, and with various definitions of the sense 
itself. Calvin, anticipating, holds that the intention is to state what is 
accomplished by the éieyéic ; thereby light is brought into their secret things, 
“ut sua turpitudine pudefiant,’’ ‘‘that they may become ashamed of their 
baseness,” comparing 1 Cor. xiv. 24. Of this there is mention only in the 
sequel. Entirely at variance with the words is the view of Grotius (comp. 
Calovius): ‘‘nam nisi id fiat, audebunt etiam clam turpiora,” ‘for unless he 
were to do this, they will dare secretly even baser things.’’ Bengel (comp. 
already in Oecumenius) finds in ver. 12 the cause adduced, ‘‘cur indefinite 
loquatur ver, 11 de operibus tenebrarum, cum fructum lucis ver. 9 definite de- 
scripserit,”’ ‘‘why he speaks indefinitely, ver. 11, of the works of darkness when 
he definitely described, ver. 9, the fruit of light.” Imported, and opposed to 
the emphatic xpv¢7. While, moreover, Koppe translates yap by doubtless [zwar], 
Riickert wishes at least to supply a doubtless. ‘‘Doubtless their secret sins are 
not of such kind that they can be mentioned with honor, yet it belongs to you, 
as children of the light, to convince them of the wickedness of their actings.”’ 
But the supplying of yvév is pure invention. See on ver. 8. Quite mistaken 
also is the explanation of Meier: ‘‘ Yes, reprove them severely and openly to 
the face ; for the merely unconcerned speaking and telling of such deeds of 
shame secretly committed is likewise disgraceful, unworthy, and mean.” This 


1 Estius. tioned and unlawful.” 

2 Hlagitia quaevis, ‘‘ any kind of crimes.” 5 See Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 136. 

3 See Harless. 6 Comp. Plat. Rep, p. 465 CO : oxv@ kai Aéyeu, 
4 Comp. Heliodorus, viii. p. 397: © tis Sixns = ‘‘ [hesitate even to mention,” Dem. 1262, 11: 


bdOaAmds eACyxwv Kal TA auyvuTa Kpvdia Kai 4 moAAHY aicxduny Exe kai Aéyew, “ which are 
a0éurTa dwrigwv, ‘the eye of justice con- very shameful even to mention,” and the 
victing and enlightening secrets unmen- passages in Wetstein. 
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Paul would at least have expressed thus: 10 yap Aéyew povov (antithesis to 76 
éAéyyew) rd Kpudy bm’ abTov yuvdueva aicyp. tort. Impossible, likewise, is Holz- 
hausen’s interpretation : ‘‘The sins committed in the darkness of the heathen 
mysteries the Christians are not to disclose; they are not even to utter the names 
thereof, they are too abominable.’’ Apart from the consideration how singular 
such a precept must appear face to face with the decidedly moral character of 
the apostle, apart also from the fact that the mysteries are purely imported (see 
above), such a view should have been precluded as well by the yap in itself 
(since, in fact, no counterpart of xpvd@ precedes), as by the succeeding ra dé 
xavta, which, according to Holzhausen, is meant to signify the vices, ‘‘ which 
can endure your light.” Following Anselm, Piscator, Vorstius, Zanchius, 
Flatt, Harless finally discovers in ver. 12 the assigning of a reason not for the 
édéyyete, which is held to follow only with ver. 13, but for 7) ovyxoiwwveite roic 
Epyolg toi¢ akdpT. Tov oxdtove : ‘‘ for even but to mention their secret deeds is a 
shame, to say nothing of doing them.’ But against this the right apprehension 
of the emphatic xpvd7 (see above) is decisive ; moreover, the exhortation 7 
ovykowwwveite K.7.A., has already, in what precedes, such repeated and such 
specifically Christian grounds assigned for it (vv. 3, 4, 5, 8, as also further tovc 
axdproc, ver. 11), that the reader, after a new thought has been introduced 
with pdAdov, could not at all expect a second ground to be assigned for the 
previous one, least of all such a general one—-containing no essentially Christian 
ground—as would be afforded by ver. 12, but rather would expect a ground 
to be assigned for the new thought pdAdov dé cai éAéyyere Which had just been 
introduced. 


Ver. 13. The assigning of grounds for that precept, waAAov dé kai éAéyyere, 
is continued, —being attached by means of the contradistinguishing dé,—in- 
asmuch as there is pointed out the salutary action of the Christian light 
which is brought to bear by means of the required é2éyyevv upon all those 
secret deeds of shame : But everything (all those secret sins), when it is re- 
proved, when you carry that éAéyyere into effect upon it, is by the light (ir 
tov gwtéc has the emphasis) made manifest, is laid bare in its real moral char- 
acter, unveiled and brought into distinctness before the moral consciousness 
by the light of Christian truth which is at work in your é/éyyev 3 by the 
light, I say, it is made manifest, for—in order to prove by a general propo- 
sition that this cannot come otherwise than from the light—all that which is 
made manifest, which is brought forth from concealment and is laid open in 
its true nature, 7s light, has ceased thereby to have the nature of darkness, 
and is now of the essence of light. This demonstrative proposition is based 
upon the inference : ‘‘Quod est in effectu, ‘what it is in effect’ (¢a¢ éarv), 
id debet esse in causa, ‘it ought to be in cause’ (id tov gwrdc).” If thus 
there is warrant for the general rav 7d gavepotu. dH¢ éor1, So must there also 
be warrant for what was previously said in the Christian sense, izd row 
gaotode¢ gavepovta. [See Note LI., p. 524seq.] From this simple explanation 
of the words it becomes at once clear that we have not, with most expositors,! 
to attach t76 rod ¢. to éAeyxdsueva, but to gavepodra,® to which it is emphat- 

1Including Baumgarten-Crusius and de Schmid, Estius, Bengel, Meier, Harless, ; 


Wette. Olshausen, Schenkel, Bleek. 
2 Castalio, Zanchius, Zeger, Erasmus 


CHAP. V., 13. 499 
cally prefixed ; and further, that gavepotyevov is not to be taken as middle, 
in which case again various explanations have been brought out, namely, 
either : ‘“‘Lua enim illud est, quod omnia facit manifesta,” ‘for that is 
light which makes all things manifest,” ' or : ‘‘ Omne enim illud, quod mani- 
Sesta facit alia, lua est,” ‘“‘for everything that makes other things man- 
ifest is light,”® or: ‘‘Quilibet autem, ‘For every one’ [ydép !], qui alios 
docet, est lux, . . . eo ipso declarat, se esse verum Christianum,” ‘‘ who 
teaches others is a light... and by this very thing declares that 
it is true Christianity,” * or : ‘‘he who does not refuse to be made manifest, 
becomes an enlightened one,” Bengel,—against which interpretations not 
only the immediately preceding passive davepoira is decisive, but also lin- 
guistic usage, in accordance with which ¢avepoiua is always passive.t And 
if we adhere to the view of ¢avepobu. as passive, we must exclude every ex- 
planation, in which a quid pro quo is perpetrated, or something is imported, 
or ydp is either neglected or incorrectly taken. We have therefore to set 
aside—(1) the explanation given by Elsner and Wolf, that Paul says : ‘‘ hom- 
inum scelera in tenebris patrata, a fidelibus, qui lua sunt, improbata, non modo 
protrahi in lucem, verum etiam homines, illis sceleribus inquinatos, rubore suf- 
Sundi increpitos convictosque, et ipsos quoque oac¢ jfiert hac ratione, emendatis 
vittis tenebrisque in novae vitae lucem conversis,” ‘that the crimes of men 
perpetrated in darkness, condemned by believers who are light, not only are 
brought to the light, but also that men, stained with these crimes, chided 
and convicted, are covered with shame, and in this way they themselves 
become light, by the reformation of their vices, and the change of the dark- 
ness into the light of the new life ;” (2) that of Zachariae : ‘‘ Hverything 
which is sharply tested according to the light of the doctrine of Christ and holds 
its ground, one has no need to keep secret; . . . all, however, which one can per- 
form openly and before every one’s eyes . . . ts itself light, and strikes every 
one as good and praiseworthy ;” (8) that of Storr : ‘‘ Quisguis ea, quae moni- 
tus est a luce, audit, is patefit, emergit e tenebris ; quisquis autem patefactus 
est, is luce collustratus est,” ‘‘ Whoever hearkens to those things which he 
is taught by the light is made manifest, emerges from darkness ; but who- 
- ever is made manifest is illumined by the light ;” that of Koppe :° ‘‘for 
what is itself enlightened must be also a light for others ;” (5) that of Riickert, 
who would refer yép to a conclusion tacitly drawn from what precedes (‘‘ ye 
are light, consequently it is also your business édéyyew ta éxeivov épya”) : 
‘for all that is made manifest, that is, or by that very fact becomes, light,” from 
which again the suppressed conclusion is to bedrawn : consequently it may 
be hoped that those also will become light, when they are convinced of the 


1 Beza; so Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, and pensed with even in Beza’s explanation, so 


others, as also Bleek, who in place of pave- 
povpevov conjectures : pavepody 70. 

2 Erasmus Schmid ; 
Estius, Michaelis, and others. 

8 Kuinoel in Velthusen, etc., Commentatt. 
II. p. 173 ff. 

4The article before ¢6s might (this we 
remark in opposition to Olshausen) be dis- 


so also Cajetanus, - 


that das éore would have to be translated : 
is light-essence, has the nature of light. If, 
however,—which is not the case,—¢avepovm. 
were really to be translated as active, the 
simplest rendering, and the one most in 
keeping with the context, would be: for it 
as the light making everything manifest. 
5 Comp. Cramer. 
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reprobate character of their action ; (6) that of Meier and Olshausen : ‘‘ for 
all that is enlightened by the light, is itself light,” which according to Meier 
is equivalent to : ‘‘ becomes itself transparent and pure as light,” according 
to Olshausen : ‘‘ becomes changed into the nature of light.” (7) Nearest to 
our interpretation comes that of Harless, followed in part by Schenkel. 
Harless, however, finds expressed from ra dé ravta onward the necessity of 
the éAéyyew, which is rather implied in ver. 12, to which in ver. 13 the sal- 
utariness of the éréyyevv attaches itself; he explains gavepot., moreover, as 
if it were praeterite, and does not retain rav yap 7d gavepoty. «.7.2. in its gen- 
erality as locus communis, inasmuch as he takes 6c éorv : is no longer a 
secret work of darkness, but is light. — According to Baur, p. 435, the prop- 
osition ray 7d davep. pac éore belongs to the Gnostic theory of light,’ and has 
been introduced into its present connection out of this quite different sphere 
of ideas. But the state of the case is exactly the converse ; the Valentin- 
ians laid hold of this utterance of the apostle as supporting their doctrine, 
and expressly cited it,* and consequently took it away from the connection 
in which he used it so as to favor their own theory. 

Ver. 14. This necessity and salutariness of the eyfic, which Paul has 
just set forth in vv. 12, 13 (mot of the mere subsidiary thought, av yap 
k.T.A.), he now further confirms by a word of God out of the Scripture. — 
616] wherefore,—because the éréyyere is so highly necessary as I have shown in 
ver. 12, and of such salutary effect as is seen from ver. 13,—wherefore he 
saith: Up, thou sleeper, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall shine upon 
thee. This call of God to the viol r7j¢ areibeiacg to awake out of the sleep ana 
death of sin confirms the necessity of the éAeycc, and this promise : ‘‘ Christ 
shall shine upon thee,” confirms the salutary influence of the light, under 
which they are placed by the éAéyyeww. Beza refers back 6:6 to ver. 8, which 
is erroneous for this reason, if there were no other, that the citation address- 
es the as yet unconverted. According to Piickert,‘ the design is to give 
support to the hope expressed in ver. 13, namely, that the sinner, earnestly 
reproved and convicted, may possibly be brought over from darkness into 
light. But see on ver. 18. With the correct interpretation of wav yap x.7.2., 
the expositions are untenable, which are given by Meier : ‘‘on that account, 
because only what is enlightened by the light of truth can be improved ;” 
and by Olshausen : ‘‘ because the action of the light upon the darkness can- 
not fail of its effect.” Harless indicates the connection only with the words 
of Plutarch :° yaipew xpi toic éAéyyovow" . . . Huds yap Avroivtec dieyeipovow, 
‘* Those reproving should rejoice ; for by grieving, they arouse us.” Inex- 
act, and—inasmuch as with Plutarch yaipe and Avrovvrec stand in em- 
phatic correlation, and Avrovvre¢ thus is essential—inappropriate. — Aéyev] in- 
troduces, with the supplying of 6 @ed¢ (as iv. 8), a passage of Scripture, of 
which the Hebrew words would run: YS) OTD TPT) pwr aay 
mn yp. But what passage is that? Already Jerome says ; ‘‘ Nunquam 


1 Olshausen. 3 rodro 8& 6 TavdaAos Aéyer x.7.A., “© And this 
2“ All development takes place only Paul says,”’ etc., in Iren. i. 8. 5. 
through that which in itself already exists * Comp. Erasmus, Paraphr. 


becoming manifest for the consciousness.” 5 Tom. xiv. p. 864, ed. Hutt. 
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hoc scriptum reperi,” ‘‘ Never have I found this writing.” Most expositors 
answer: Isa. lx. 1. So Thomas, Cajetanus, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, 
Calovius, Surenhusius, Wolf, Wetstein, Bengel,' and others, including Har- 
less and Olshausen ; while others at the same time bring in Isa. xxvi. 19,” 
as also Isa. lii, 1° and Isa. ix. 1. But all these passages are so essentially 
different from ours, that we cannot with unbiassed judgment discover the 
latter in any of them, and should have to hold our citation—if it is assumed 
to contain Old Testament words—as a mingling of Old Testament reminis- 
cences, nothing similar to which is met with, even apart from the fact that 
this citation bears in itself the living impress of unity and originality ; 
hence the less is there room to get out of the difficulty by means of Bengel’s 
expedient : ‘‘apostolus expressius loquitur ex luce N. T.,” ‘‘The Apostle 
speaks more expressly according to N. T. light.” Doubtless Harless says 
that the apostle was here concerned not about the word, but about the 
matter in general, and that he cites the word of pre-announcement with the 
modification which it has itself undergone through fulfilment, and adduces 
by way of analogy Rom. x. 6 ff. But in opposition to this may be urged, 
first generally, that swch a modification of Isa. 1x. 1 would have been not a 
mere modification, but would have quite done away with the identity of the 
passage ; secondly, in particular, that the passage Isa. lx. 1, specially ac- 
cording to the LXX. (gurifov, gwrifov Inpovoadiu, ier yap cov TO dc, Kai 7 
d6&a Kuptov éxi o& avaréradxev), needed no change whatever in order to serve 
for the intended Scriptural confirmation, for which, moreover, various other 
passages from the O. T. would have stood at the command of the apostle, 
without needing any change ; and lastly, that Rom. x. 6 is not analogous, 
because there the identity with Deut. xxx. 12-14 is unmistakably evident 
in the words themselves, and the additions concerning Christ are not there given 
as constituent parts of the Scripture utterance, but expressly indicated as 
elucidations of the apostle (by means of rovr’ for). Quite baseless is the view 
of de Wette, that the author is quoting, as at iv. 8 (where, indeed, the cita- 
tion is quite undoubted), an O. T. passage in an application which, by fre- 
quency of use, has become so familiar to him that he is no longer precisely 
conscious of the distinction between text and application. Others, includ- 
ing Morus, have discovered here a quotation from an apocryphal book, under 
which character Epiphanius names the prophecy of Hlias, Georgius Syncel- 
lus an apocryphal authority of Jeremiah, and Codex G on the margin, the 
book (‘‘Secretum”) of Enoch.’ That, however, Paul wittingly cited an 
apocryphal book,’ is to be decisively rejected, inasmuch as this is never done 


1 Who, however, at the same time follow- 2 Beza, Calixtus, Clericus, Meier Baum- 


ing older expositors in Wolf (comp. Rosen- 
miiller, Morgeniand, VI. p. 142) called to his 
aid a reminiscence of the ‘“‘formula in festo 
buccinarum adhiberi solita,” ‘‘a formula 
that used to be employed at the feast of 
trumpets.” See, in opposition to the error 
as to the existence of such a formula, 
based upon a passage of Maimonides, Wolf, 
Curae. 


garten-Crusius, and others. 

3 Schenkel. 

4 Baumgarten, O]lshausen. 

5 See, in general, Fabricius, Cod. Pseude- 
pigr. V. T. pp. 1074, 1105; Apocr. N. 7. I, 
p. 524. 

6 According to Jerome, he is held not to 
have done it, ‘quod apocrypha compro- 
baret, sed quod et Arati et Epimenidis et 
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by him, but, on the contrary, the formula of citation always means canoni- 
cal passages. Hence, also, we have not, with Heumann,' Michaelis, Storr, 
Stolz, Flatt, to guess at an early hymn of the Church as the source.” Others 
have found therein a saying of Christ, like Oeder,* in opposition to which 
may be urged, not indeed the following 6 Xpioréc, which Jesus might doubt- 
less have said of Himself, but rather the fact that the subject Xpuord¢ to 
Aéyec could not be at all divined, as indeed Paul has never adduced sayings 
of Christ in his Epistles. This also in opposition to the opinion mentioned 
in Jerome,‘ that Paul here, after the manner of the prophets (comp. the 
prophetic : thus saith the Lord), ‘‘xpoowroroiiay Spiritus sancti figuraverit,” 
‘‘uttered a prosopopoeia of the Holy Ghost.” Grotius® regards even 7d ¢&¢ as 
subject : ‘‘ Lux illa, i.e., homo luce perfusus, dicit alteri,” ‘the light, 7.¢., a 
man pervaded with light, says to another.” Asif previously the ac were 
homo luce perfusus! ‘‘a man pervaded with light,” and as if every reader 
could not but have recognized a citation as well in cd 2éyer as in the char- 
acter of the saying itself! Erroneously Bornemann also ° holds that Aéye 
is to be taken impersonaliter, ‘‘impersonally ;” in this respect it is said, one 
may say, so that no passage of Scripture is cited, but perhaps allusion is 
made to Mark v. 41. This impersonal use is found only with ¢yoi. See the 
instances cited by Bornemann, and Bernhardy, p. 419. In view of all these 
Opinions, my conclusion, as at 1 Cor. ii. 9, is to this effect : From vd Aéyer 
it is evident that Paul desired to adduce a passage of canonical Scripture, 
but—as the passage is not canonical—in virtue of a lapsus memoriae he ad- 
duces an apocryphal saying, which, citing from memory, he held as canoni- 
cal. From what Apocryphal writing the passage is drawn, we do not 
know. [See Note LII., p. 525.]— éyepe] up! Comp. dye, érevye. See, in op- 
position to the form of the Recepta tyepa,’ Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 55 f. — 
6 kabebduv| and then é« vexpdyv form a climactic twofold description of the 
state of man under the dominion of sin, in which state the true spiritual 
life, the moral vital activity, is suppressed and gone, as is the physical life 
in the sleeping (comp. Rom. xiii. 11) and in the dead respectively. Comp. 
Isa, lix. 10. How often with the classical writers, too, the expression dead 
is employed for the expression of moral insensibility, see on Matt. viii. 22 ; 
Luke xv, 14; Musgrave, ad Oed, R. 45 ; Bornemann, in Lue. p. 97.°— év- 


Menandri versibus sit abusus ad ea, quae 
voluerat, in tempore comprobanda,”’ 
““ because he approved the Apocrypha, but 
because he adapted the verses of Aratus, 
Epimenides, and Menander to those things 
that he wished at the time to be approved.” 

1 Poicile, II. p. 390. 

2This opinion is already mentioned by 
Theodoret: tuvés S€ THv éEpunvevtdy épacay 
TVEVHATLKHS XapLTOS aéiwbévTas TLVas Wadwous 
ovyypayat, ‘“some of the interpreters said 
that those endowed with spiritual grace 
composed certain psalms,”’ in connection 
with which they had appealed to 1 Cor. xiv. 
26. Bleek, too, ad /oc,, and already in the 


Stud. u. Krit. 1853, p. 331, finds it probable 
that the saying is taken from a writing 
composed by a Christian poet of that early 
age. 

3 Syntagm. Obdss. sacr. p. 697 ff. 

‘ Comp. also Bugenhagen and Calixtus. 

5 Comp. Koppe. 

6 Schol. in Luc. p. xlviii. f. 

7 So also Lachmann. 

SOno caGevdwr, comp. Sohar. Levit. f. 
33, c. 180: “* Quotiescunque lex occurrit, toties 
omnia hominum genera excitat, verum emnes 
somno sepultt jacent in peccatis, nihil intelli- 
gunt neque attendunt,” “ As often asthe law. 
occurs, it excites all classes of men, but 
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dora] On the form, see Winer, p. 73; Matthiae, p. 484. —émuatoe:] from 
éxipatoxw, see Winer, p. 82; Job xxv. 5, xxxi. 26. The readings érupatoes 
oo 6 Xp. and éxupatoecg tov Xp. are ancient,! and are not to be explained 
merely from an accidental interchange in copying, but are connected with 
the preposterous fiction that the words were addressed to Adam buried 
under the cross of Christ, whom Christ would touch with His body and 
blood, thereby causing him to become alive and to rise. See Jerome. The 
words themselves : Christ shall shine upon thee, signify not: He will be 
gracious to thee,? but : He will by the gracious operation of His Spirit 
annul in thee the ethical darkness,* and impart to thee the divine aAfGeva, 
of which He is the possessor and bearer (Christ, the light of the world). 
Observe, moreover, that the arising is not an act of one’s own, indepen- 
dént of God and anticipating His gracious operation, but that it takes place 
only through God’s effectual awakening call. On this effectual calling then 
ensues the Christian enlightening. 

Ver. 15. Ovv] is, after the digression begun with paAdov dé nai éhéyyere of 
ver. 11, reswmptive, as ativ. 17. Look then to it—now to return to my ex- 
hortations with regard to the Christian walk, vv. 8-10—how ye, etc. Cal- 
vin, whom Harless follows, states the connection thus: ‘‘ Si aliorum dis- 
cutere tenebras fideles debent fulgure suo, quanto minus caecutire debent in 
proprio vitae instituto,” ‘‘If believers ought by their brightness to dis- 
perse the darkness of others, how much less should they be blind in their 
own course of life.”” This would be correct, if Paul had written Biérere obv 
avtoi, Or BAérere ov, Oc avroi. — B2Aérere] is the simple : look to, take heed to 
(1 Cor. xvi. 10 ; Phil. iii. 2; Col. iv. 17), not: ‘‘utimini luce vestra ad 
videndum,” ‘‘ use your light for seeing,” Estius,4 whichis forbidden by rac. — 
rac aKpiBoc wepirateite] x Ho not equivalent to iv a,° and repirareire not for the 
subjunctive,® but : look toit, in what manner ye carry out the observance of an exact 
walk in strict accord with duty.’ Comp. C. F. A. Fritzsche, in Priteschior. 
Opusc. p. 208f.; Winer, p. 269. —pu7 &¢ doogo, x.7.A.] Epexegesis of the axpi- 
Bac just mentioned, negative and positive : presenting yourselves in your walk 
not as unwise, but aswise. We have thus tosupply neither repurarovrrec * nor 
anything else ; but, like axp:Béc, its more precise definition pu o¢ doogor k.T.A. 
is dependent on zepurareire. With regard to y#, referring to BAgmere, see 
Winer, p. 421; and for the emphatic parallelismus antitheticus, ‘‘ anti- 
thetical parallelism,” comp. Naigelsbach,*® Bremi,’ Winer, p. 537 f. 

Ver. 16. Accompanying modal definition to the preceding oc adgou : ementes 
vobis, ‘buying for yourselves” (middle) opportunitatum, ‘‘ the opportunity,” 
i.e., in that you make your own the right point of time for such walk, do not let 
it pass by unused. In this figurative conception the doing of that for which 


they all lie in sins, buried in sleep, and 5 Koppe. 

neither understand, nor attend to aught.” ® Grotius. 
1 See Chrysostom and Jerome ad Joc. 7 Comp. axptBoSixatos, Arist. Hih. Nic. v. 
2 So, at variance with the context, Bret- 10. 8. 

schneider. 8 Harless. 
3 \vwy THv VUKTA THS apmaptias, ‘* dispersing 9 Anm. 2. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 80 f. 

the night of sin,” Gregory of Nazianzus. 10 Ad Dem. de Chers. p. 108, 73. 


4 Comp. Erasmus. 
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the point of time is fitted, is thought of as the purchase-price, by which the 
kaipoc becomes ours. Others have thought of the sacrifice of all earthly things 
and of all lusts asthe purchase-price ;? but this is imported, since the context 
yields nothing else than the fulfilment of duty meant by the axpiBo¢ repira- 
rely ; hence we have not, with Harless, to interpret it of the right moment 
‘for letting the light of correction break in upon the darkness of sin,” * 
which would be to revert, at variance with the context, to the topic of the 
éAeyéic already ended. Luther‘ incorrectly renders : ‘‘ Suit yourselves to the 
time.” That would be doviebey té xaipo, Rom. xii. 11. Similarly also 
Grotius :5 ‘‘quovis labore ac verborum honestis obsequiis vitate pericula et 
diem de die ducite,” ‘‘In any labor, and honorable obedience of words, 
avoid dangers and pass the time.” Comp. Bengel, who compares Amos v. 
13, and understands the prudent letting the evil day pass over ‘‘ quiescendo 
vel certe modice agendo,” ‘‘by resting, or certainiy by working moder- 
ately,” whereby the better time is purchased, in order to make the more use 
thereof. In opposition to Grotius and Bengel, it may be urged that this 
alleged mode of the é&ayopafew rév xarpdv is not mentioned by Paul, but im- 
ported by the expositor, and that the counsel of such a trimming behavior 
is hardly compatible with the moral decision of the apostle, and with his ex- 
pectation of the approaching end of the aidv oitoc. We may add that the 
compound z&ayop. is not here to be understood as redeem (Gal. iii. 13, iv. 5), 
as e.g., Bengel would take it (from the power of evil men), and Calvin (from 
the devil), seeing that the context does not suggest such reference ; but the 
éx In the composition is intensive, and denotes what is entire, utter, as also 
in Plut. Crass. 2 ; Polyb. iii. 42. 2; Dan. ii. 8. [See Note LIII., p. 525.] — 
dre al jpuépar tovapai eior) Supplies a motive for the é£ay. r. xarp., for the days, 
the present times, are evil, for moral corruption is now in vogue. Somuch the 
more must it intimately concern you as Christians (for how exalted is their 
task above the wickedness of the present time! Phil. ii. 15, iii. 20) rév 
Katpov éayopatecba.  Beza, Flacius, Grotius, Hammond, Rosenmiiller, and 
others refer zovypai to the misfortune of the time (Gen. xlvii. 9 ; Ps. xlix. 6 
[5]) ; but the context opposes the moral bearing of the Christian to the im- 
moral condition of the time. According to de Wette’s here very unfounded 
scepticism, the writer is indistinct and hesitating, because he is bringing 
Col. iv. 5 into another connection. 

Ver. 17. Aca rovro] Because ye ought so to walk as is said in vv. 15, 16, of 
which ye as dgpovec (whose walk, in fact, cannot be wise) would be inca- 


pable. Others : because the times are evil. But the br ai ju. mov. cioe was 


1Comp. Col. iv. 5; LXX. Dan. ii. 8; 
Atonin. vi. 26: kepdavréov 7d mapdv, ‘the 


2 Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius ; 
comp. also Augustine, Flacius, Zanchius, 


present must be bought,’ Plut. Philop. 15: 
katpov apmagew, ‘‘ to seize an opportunity.” 
The opposite is xapov mapievar, ‘‘ the oppor- 
tunity passes by,” Thucyd. iv. 27. Gal. vi. 
10 is parallel as to substance. Classical 
writers say katp. mptacOa, “to purchase an 
opportunity,’ Dem. 120. 26, 187. 22, but in 
the proper sense of buying for money. 


Estius, Riickert, and others. 

3 Comp. Michaelis and Rosenmiiller. 

4 Who in earlier editions had rightly: re- 
lease the time. 

5 Comp. Hammond. 

*’ Menochius, Zanchius, Estius, e¢ a@l., in- 
cluding Riickert, Matthies, and de Wette. 
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only a subsidiary thought subservient to the ayopag. r. xaip., and affords no 
suitable reason for the following exhortations. — ju yiveofe] not : be not, but 
become not. — agpovec| devoid of intelligence, imprudentes, i.e., ‘‘ qui mente non 
recte utuntur,” ‘‘those who do not use the mind aright,”’ namely, for the 
moral understanding of the will of Christ, as here the contrast teaches. 
Comp. on ¢pdvyoic, 1. 8. The &oogor of ver. 15 is a higher notion than 
a¢povec, which latter denotes the want of practical understanding, the oppo- 
site of gpdvuoc.? Every dgpuv is also doogoc, but the dcogoc may yet be ¢pé- 
veuoc (Luke xvi. 8), namely, for immoral ends and means, which here the 
context excludes. See also the following contrast. — cuviovrec] understand- 
ing, more than yvdoxovrec. Comp. Grotius, and see on Col. i. 9. —ré 642. 
tov kup.| of Christ. Comp. Acts xxi. 14; 1 Cor. iv. 19. 

Ver. 18. Kai] and in particular, to mention a single vice, which would 
belong to agdpoobyn. — uh psObox. oivw] become not drunken through wine, which 
stands opposed to the allowable use of wine, without our having on that 
account to seek here a reference to Montanism.* To conclude, however, 
from ver. 19 that excess at the Agapae is meant (1 Cor. xi. 21), as Koppe 
and Holzhausen maintain,‘ is quite arbitrary ; inasmuch as neither in the 
preceding nor following context is there any mention made of the Agapae, 
and this special abuse, the traces of which in the N. T. are, moreover, only 
to be found in Corinth, would have called fora special censure. —év @ éorw 
aowria| deterring remark. é ¢ does not apply to olvw alone, as Schoettgen 
holds,° but to the pePickecba oivw : wherein is contained debauchery, dissolute 
behavior. A vivid description of the grosser and more refined dowria may 
be seen in Cicero.® On the word itself (in its literal sense wnsavableness), 
see Tittmann, Synon. p. 152 ; Lobeck, Paralip. I. p. 559. A more precise 
limitation of the sense’ is without warrant in the text. — aA2da rAnpovode év 
mvevuare| but become full by the Spirit. The imperative passive finds its ex- 
planation in the possibility of resistance to the Holy Spirit and of the 
opposite fleshly endeavor ; and é» is instrumental, as at i. 23 ; Phil. iv. 19. 
The contrast lies not in olvoc and rveiua,® because otherwise the text must 
have run p27 oly peObon., aan év rvebuare wAnp., but in the two states—that of 
intoxication and that of inspiration. This opposition is only in appearance 
strange,*® and has its sufficient ground in the excitement of the person in- 
spired and its utterances (comp. Acts 11. 18). [See Note LIV., p. 525. | 

Ver. 19. Accompanying definition to the just required ‘‘being filled by 
the Spirit,” as that with which this Aareiv éavroic parpoic x.7.2. isto be simul- 
taneously combined as its immediate expression: so that ye speak to one 
another through psalms and hymns and spiritual songs. What a contrast with 


1 Tittmann, Synon. p. 1438. ° 

2 Plat. Gorg. p. 498 B; Xen. Mem. ii. 3, 1; 
comp. Rom. ii. 20; 1 Cor. xv. 86; Luke xi. 
40, xii. 20. 

3 Schwegler. 

4 Comp. also de Wette. 

5 Whose Rabbinical passages therefore, 
as Bammidb. rabba, f. 206, 3: ‘ ubicunque est 
vinum, ibi est immunditia,” ‘‘ wherever 


there is wine, there is uncleanness,’’ are 
not to the point here. 

6 De Fin. ii. 8. 

7 Jerome understands lascivious excess, as 
also Hammond, who thinks of the Bac- 
chanalia. 

8 Grotius, Harless, Olshausen, and others. 

® In opposition to de Wette. 
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the preceding év @ éorw dowria ! Comp. Col. iii. 16. — Aaioivrec éavroic] not 
meditantes vobiseum, ‘meditating with you,”! but it denotes the reciprocal 
speaking (éavroic, in the sense of arAgiou, as iv. 82, toeach other), the oral inter- 
change of thoughts and feelings, which—just because the condition is that 
of being filled by the Spirit—does not make use of the conversational lan- 
guage of ordinary life, or even of drunken passion, but of psalms, etc., as 
the means of mutual communication (dativus instrumentalis, ‘‘ instru- 
mental dative ;” Luther incorrectly renders : about psalms?). That, how- 
ever, the apostle is here speaking of actual «worship in the narrower sense, * 
is assumed in opposition to the context, since the contrast pz uebvok. oivu, 
GAAa rAnp. év rv. does not characterize the Aaieiv éavroic as taking place in 
worship, although in itself it is not denied that in worship too the inspired 
antiphonal singing took place. The distinction between padpé¢ and 
buvoc consists in this, that by atu. Paul denotes a religious song in 
general bearing the character of the O. T. psalms, but by iuv. specially a song 
of praise,® and that, in accordance with the context, addressed to Christ 
(ver. 19) and God (ver. 20). Properly watuéc (which originally means the 
making the cithara sound) is a song in general, and that indeed as sung to 
a stringed instrument; ° but in the N. T. the character of the psalm is deter- 
mined by the psalms of the O. T., so called kar é&oyfv, ‘‘ pre-eminently” 
(1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26 ; Jas. v. 13). According to Harless, the two words are 
not different as regards their contents, but waduoic is the expression of the 
spiritual song for the Jewish- Christians, buvore for the Gentile-Christians. 
An external distinction in itself improbable, and very arbitrary, since the 
special signification of tuvoc, song ef praise, is thoroughly established, and 
warydc also was a word very current in Greek, which—as well in itself as 
more especially with regard to its sense established in Christian usage in 
accordance with the conception of the O. T. psalms—could not but be 
equally intelligible for the Gentile-Christians as for the Jewish-Christians.’ 
According to Olshausen, wadpoi are here the psalms of the O. T., which had 
passed over from the synagogue into the use of the church. But worship 
is not spoken of here ; and that the Christians, filled by the Spirit, émpro- 
vised psalms, is clear from 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26.. Such Christian psalms and 
hymns are meant, as the Spirit gave them to be uttered (Acts ii. 4, x. 46, 
xix. 6),—phenomena doubtless, which, like the operations of the Spirit 
generally in the first age of the church, are withdrawn from our special 
cognizance. —xal Qdaic¢ rvevu.] Inasmuch as $64 may be any song, even 
secular, rvevuatixaic is here added, so that by @daic rvevu. is denoted the whole 


1 Morus, Michaelis. 

2 Pliny, Zp. x. 97: Carmen Christo quasi 
Deo dicunt secum invicem,” “they sing 
with one another a hymn to Christ as 
God” (€avrois), 

3 Olshausen. 

4 See 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26; Niceph. Call. xiii. 
8: THY TOV avTipdvwv cuvyPerav avwOev aroc- 
TOAwWY H ExkAnoia mapédaBe, ‘The church re- 
ceived the use of antiphons from the times 
of the apostles.”? A collection of church- 


hymns is of course not even remotely to be 
thought of in our passage ; and it is to go 
in quest of a reason for suspecting our 
Epistle, when, with Schwegler, the mention 
of Waduoi x.7.A, is designated as surprising. 

5 Plat. Legg. iii. p.'700 B, opposed to 4p7- 
vos. 

§ See Spanheim, ad Callim. p. 55. 

7 See also Rudelb. in the Zeitschr. f. Luth. 
Theol. 1855, 4, p. 634 f. 
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genus, of which the padyoi and iuvor were species. xvevpuartixaic defines 
the songs as proceeding from the Holy Spirit, as Ocorvetorove.’ It is to be 
observed, moreover, that Paul does not require a constant Aareiv éavtoig padpoic 
«.T.A. on the part of his readers, but, in contradistinction to the heathen dowria 
in drunkenness, as that which is to take place among the Christians instead 
of drunken revelry with its dissolute doings. —The cumulation paru. x. bur. 
x. 9d, rv, belongs to the animated and urgent style of discourse.? — ddovrec 
kat padrovrec év Th xapd. du. TO Kvpiy] co-ordinate with the preceding Aarovyrec 
k.T.A., containing another singing of praise, namely, that which goes on in 
the silence of the heart. The point of difference lies in év raic kapd. bu., as 
contradistinguished from the preceding éavroic. Usually this second par- 
ticipial clause is regarded as subordinate to the previous one ; it is held to 
affirm that that reciprocal singing of praise must take place not merely with 
the mouth, but also in the heart. But how could it have occurred to Paul 
here to enter such a protest against mere lip-praise, when he, in fact, repre- 
sents the psalm-singing, etc., as the utterance of the being filled by the 
Spirit, and makes express mention of tyvevuatiKaic daic, in which case, 
at any rate, the thought of a mere singing with the mouth was of itself ex- 
cluded. The right view is found substantially in Riickert (who, neverthe- 
less, already here imports an ‘‘ always”), Harless, Olshausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Schenkel. — 76 kupiw] to Christ, ver. 20. 

Ver. 20. A third modal definition to the raypoioe_ év rvebpari, likewise co- 
ordinate with the two preceding ones, bringing into prominence—after the 
general singing of praise, etc., of ver. 19, which is to take place as well audi- 
bly as in the heart—further, and in particular, the thanksgiving, which the 
readers have always for all things to render to God. — ravrore] This always 
is not to be pressed ; see on 1 Cor. i. 4 ; in accordance with Col. iii. 17, at 
all action in word and work. Observe, however, that rdvrore is only intro- 
duced at this point ; for not the adew and wdddew, but certainly, amidst the 
constant consciousness of the divine manifestations of grace, thanksgiving 
also, like prayer in general, may and ought to belong to the constant activ- 
ity of the Christian life. Comp. vi. 18 ; Rom. xii. 12 ; Col. iv. 2 ; 1 Thess. 
vy. 17. For the emphatic juxtaposition révrore irép révtwv, comp. 2 Cor. ix. 
8, and see Lobeck, Paralip. I. p. 56. This ravrwv is not masculine,* but neu- 
ter, and relates, in accordance with the context, to all Christian blessings. 
To understand it of all that happens to us, even including sufferings, as is 
done by Chrysostom,* Jerome, Erasmus, and many, including Meier, Ols- 
hausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, and de Wette, is foreign to the connection, 
yet doubtless the Christian rapaxAnow and joy in suffering belong thereto. 
— év vbu. Tod kvpiov x.7.A.] not ad honorem Christi, ‘‘for the honor of 


1 Pind. OU. iii. 18: Sevpopor viowovr’ én’ av- 
SpwHmovs aovdar, “songs allotted by the gods 
go to men.” 

2 See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. xxviii. 
f. Comp. also Lobeck, Paraiip. I. p. 60 f. 

3H Kapdia Warder 0 LH pOvoyv THY yAwTTaV 
KiVOV, GAAG Kal TOV VObY Els THY THY AeyowevwY 
- catavénow Sdweyeipwr, “ Not only does he 


make melody in his heart who moves his 
tongue, but he who excites his mind to the 
understanding of the things said,’? Theo- 
doret. 

4 Theodoret. 

5 Chrysostom, in fact, includes even hell 
therein, the contemplation of which is for 
us a check of fear and thus very salutary. 


508 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


Christ,” ! but : so that what is embraced in the name Jesus Christ’ is the 
element, in which your grateful consciousness moves in the act of thanks- 
giving. Comp. Col. iii. 17 ; John xiv. 13. As regards subject matter, év 
Xpior@ (iii. 21) would be different, and dia Xpuorov (Rom. vii. 25) similar. — 
7@ OcG ai rarpi] See on i. 3 ; 2 Cor. i. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 24. The referring of 
ratpi to Christ, the Son,* is more in keeping with the connection (év ovéuare 
x.7.4.) than the rendering : our Father.* 

Ver. 21 f.5 The words imoracc. aArjr. év 968w Xp. still belong to ver. 20,° 
parallel to the eb yapuorowvrec x.7.2., adding to this relation towards God the 
mutual relation towards one another. Then begins with ai yuvaixec a new 
section, into the first precept of which we have to take over the verb from 
the iroracoduevor just used, namely, irordocect_e’ or troraccéoSucav (Lach- 
mann). Calvin, Zanchius, Koppe, Flatt, Meier, Matthies, and others,® in- 
correctly hold that the participle is to be taken imperatively ; in that case an 
éoré to be supplied in thought must, as in Rom. xii. 9, have been suggested 
by the context. Olshausen quite arbitrarily proposes that we supply men- 
tally : ‘‘are all believers.” If the new section was to begin with tzoracc., 
then troracc. Gar. év ¢. Xp. would have to be regarded as an absolutely pre- 
fixed general attribute, to which the special one afterwards to be adduced 
would be subordinate (‘‘inasmuch as ye subject yourselves in the fear of 
Christ, the wives ought,” etc.). It would not militate against this view, 
that in the sequel only the iméraivc of the wives follows, while the traxoq of 
the children and servants, in chap. vi., can no longer be brought into con- 
nection with our iroracoduevor. For often with the classical writers also, 
after the prefixing of such absolute nominatives, which have reference to 
the whole collectively, the discourse passes only over to one part (not to 
several).° But against it may be urged the consideration that ai yvvaixec has 
no special verb ; such a verb, and one correlative as to notion with iroracc., 
could not but be associated with it.—On the thought irordocec¥ar 
aGAARAOLc, comp. 1 Pet. v.5; Clem. Cor. i. 38. — é 68 Xpictov] is the 
fundamental disposition, in which the irordccecda: aAAA201¢ is to take place. 
And Christ is to be feared as the judge. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 11 ; 1 Cor. x. 22. 
— toi¢ iow avdpdouv] to their own husbands. Without being misunderstood, 
Paul might have written merely roi¢ avdpaow, but idioue serves to make the 
obligation of the jrordoceoSa: roic avdpdow palpable in its natural necessity ; 
for what a wife is she, who refuses obedience to her own husband /° Through- 


1 Flatt. 

2 Per quem omnia nobis obtingunt,” “‘ by 
whom all things become ours,”’ Bengel. 

$% Erasmus, Estius, Harless, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, and others. 

4 Zanchius, Riickert [Bleek], Matthies, 
[Braune], and others. 

5 A more sublime, more ideal regulation 
of the married state is not conceivable than 
that which is here set forth by the apostle, 
Vv. 21-33, and yet it is one which has flowed 
from the living depth of the Christian con- 
sciousness, and hence is practically appli- 


cable to all concrete relations. 

®So Lachmann, Tischendorf, Bleek 
(West. and Hort]. 

7 Elzevir. 

8 Comp. also Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 183. 

© See particularly Nigelsbach, z. Zdias, ed. 
3, p. 385 f. 

10 So also Stobaeus, S. 22: eave... épwry- 
Seloa, TL TP@TOV Eln yuVatKi, TO TO idiw, Ey, 
apéoxery avdpi, ‘* Theano, being asked what 
was the first thing to a wife, ’To please,’ 
said he, ‘her own husband,’ ” 
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out the N. T. ido never stands in place of the mere possessive pronoun, but 
has always, as also with the Greeks, an emphasis to be derived from the con- 
nection, even at Matt. xxii. 5, xxv. 14 (see in loc.) ; 1 Pet. iii. 1 ; and Tit. ii. 
5 (where the relation is as in our passage). This in opposition to Winer, 
p. 189, and at the same time in opposition to Harless and Olshausen, who! see 
in 6 idvoc av#p nothing more than a designation which has become usual for the 
husband. From the very context, in itself 6 avjp is husband.? That. which, 
on the other hand, Bengel finds in idioe : ‘‘ etiamsi alibi meliora viderentur 
habere consilia,” ‘‘ even though elsewhere they should seem to have better 
judgment,” is imported. — dc r@ xupiv] By this is not meant the husbands,? 
which must have been roic¢ kvpiowc, but Christ, and dc expresses the mode of 
view in which the wives are to regard their obedience towards the hus- 
bands, namely, as rendered to the Lord; comp. vi. 6, 7. For the husband 
(see what follows) stands in relation to the wife not otherwise than as Christ 
to the church ; in the conjugal relation the husband is the one who repre- 
sents Christ to the wife, in so far as he is head of the wife, as Christ is the 
Head of the church. To find in dc the mere relation of resemblance is erro- 
neous On account of what follows ; the passage must have run in the form 
O¢ 7 éxxAnoia TO Kvpiw, Which Erasmus has imported into his paraphrase : 
‘“non aliter, quam ecclesia, subdita est Domino Jesu,” ‘‘ not otherwise than 
as the church is the subject to the Lord Jesus.”” We may add that the view 
of Michaelis—that here and Col. iii. 18 the teachings as to marriage are di- 
rected against errors of the Essenes (comp. 1 Tim. iv. 3)—is the more to be 
regarded as a fiction, inasmuch as Paul is speaking not of the propriety of 
marriage, but of the duties of the married life. 

Vv. 28, 24. "Ore avip . . . éxxAnoiag| Reason assigned for the oc tO Kupio 
just demanded. For the husband is in the marriage relation the same as 
Christ is in relation to the church ; the former, like the latter, is the 
head. — vip] a husband is head of his wife; hence avip is without, and 
yuvaixés with the article. —6¢ xai] as also with Christ the relation of being 
Head exists, namely, in regard to the church. — attic 6 cwrip Tov odparoc] is 
usually taken as apposition to 6 Xpvordc,® according to which airé¢ would 
take up the subject again with special emphasis :° ‘‘ He, the Saviour of the 
body,” He who makes His body, 7.e., the church, of which He is the Head, 
partaker of the Messianic cwrnpia.". But while there is not here apparent 
from the connection any purpose, bearing on the matter in hand, for such 
an emphatic description,*® there may be urged against it the following aad, 


1 Comp. also Dorville, ad Charit. p. 452. 

2 Hom. Od. xix. 294; Matt. i. 16. 

3 Thomas Aquinas, Semler. 

4“ Uxoris erga maritum officia similia 
quodammodo sunt officiis Christianorum erga 
Christum,” ‘The duties of a wife towards 
her husband are in a measure like the du- 
ties of Christians towards Christ,”’ Koppe. 

5 Holzhausen (comp. already Chrysostom) 
has again referred avrés to the husband, 
who is called cwtip tod cHpyaTos in compar- 
ison with Christ, inasmuch as the being of 
the wife is conditioned by the husband, In- 


correctly, since no reader could refer avrés 
to any other subject than to the one imme- 
diately preceding, 0 Xprorés, and since it 
was intelligible to describe the church 
doubtless, but not the wife, as 70 capa 
(without further addition). Nor is owtyp 
ever employed in the N. T. otherwise than 
of Christ or God. 

® Schaefer, Melet. p. 84; Bernhardy, p. 283. 

7“ Merito et efficaica,” “by merit and 
effilcacy,’’ Calovius. 

8 For the view, that hereby a reminder is 
given to husbands of the fact, which is 
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which, if it is not placed in combination with atréc¢ 6 our. 7. cop., admits of 
no logical explanation. Usually, it is true, this a/14 is taken syllogistically.* 
But the syllogistic a4ad, and that in the Greek writers combined with pv, 
is employed for the introduction of the propositio minor, ‘‘minor proposi- 
tion ;”? whereas here we should have the conclusio, ‘‘ conclusion,” and we 
should thus have to take add, in accordance with its discontinuative 
force,? for dor, against which, however, militates the fact that the sen- 
tence assigning a reason, 67: avyp x.t.A., has already fulfilled its destined 
object (ver. 22), so that it could not occur to any reader to seek in the ad- 
versative aaAd an inference from this confirmatory clause. If Paul had 
wished again to infer, from ver. 23, that which is proved by this verse, he 
would have written oiy or the metabatic dé. Besides this, however, ver. 24, 
as an inference from ver. 23, would contain a very superfluous prolixity of 
the discourse, inasmuch as the contents of ver. 24 was already so fully given 
by the thought of ver. 23 attached to what precedes by means of 67z, that 
we could not but see here a real logical pleonasm, such as we are not accus- 
tomed to meet with in the writings of the concise and sententious Paul. 
According to Winer, p. 400, ver. 24 is meant to continue and conclude the 
argument, so that ver. 23 proves the &¢ 76 xvpiw from the position of Christ 
and the husband, while ver. 24 proves it from the demand implied in this 
position, and hence 4424 amounts ultimately to the sense : ‘‘ but then, which 
is the main thing.” But even in this way only a continuing dé, autem, and 
not the adversative aA, at, would be quite in accordance with the thought. 
When, moreover, it is assumed, with Riickert, Harless, Bleek, that a2, 
after the intermediate thought airoc 6 owr. r. o., is used as breaking off and 
leading back to the theme,‘ it is self-evident that the brief clause airdc 6 
owt. tT. o.—introduced, moreover, only as apposition—has not at all inter- 
rupted the development, and consequently has not given occasion for such 
a leading back to the theme.° Hofmann finally takes 4224 as repelliag a 


often forgotten by them, that they (see ver. 
29) ought to make their wives truly happy 
(Erasm., Beza, Grotius, Estius, and others, 
including Riickert, Meier, Matthies, Baum- 
garten-Crusius; comp. also Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 134 f.), is inadmissible, 
since the instructions for husbands begin 
only with ver. 25. Harless remarks: ‘‘ In- 
asmuch as the apostle finds the obedience 
of marriage, realized in it by the wife, also 
in the relation of the church to Christ, he 
shows immediately the ground of this 
peculiar relation in the manifestation of the 
gracious power of the Lord by redemp- 
tion.” Butin this way the question as to the 
reason determining this addition is not an- 
swered, and the gracious power of the Lord 
is, infact, not denoted by the simple cwrip. 
Olshausen (so already Piscator) thought 
that abrés 6 owrip rod oéu. had merely 
the design of setting forth Christ more 
distinctly in the character of xedady, inas- 


much as it designates the church as the 
o®ua which He rules. But it is not tot 
gpartos that has the emphasis ; and cedar} 
THs exkA., Spoken of Christ, needed no eluci- 
dation, least of all in ¢his Epistle. 

1 So Beza, Grotius, and others, including 
Matthies, Olshausen, de Wette [Ewald, 
Braune]. 

2 Apollon. Alex. in Beck, Anecd. II. p. 
518, 839; Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 384; 
Fritzsche, a@ Rom. y. 14; Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 63. 

s “ Argumentorum enarrationem aut 
aliam cogitationem abrumpit et ad rem 
ipsam, quae sit agenda, vocat,”’ ‘‘ It breaks 
off the reckoning of arguments or other 
thought, and calls to the subject itself 
which is to be done,”’ Klotz, /.c. p. 5; comp. 
Hermann, ad Viger. p. 812; Ellendt, Lex. 
Soph. I. p. 78. 

4 See Hartung, /.c. II. p. 37. 

5 And how would Paul have returned to 


CHAP. V., 25. 511 
possible objection, and to this effect: ‘‘ But even where the husband is not 
this (namely, one who makes happy, as like Christ he ought to be) to his 
wife, that subordination nevertheless remains,” etc. But in this way the very 
thought, upon which everything is held to turn, is purely read into the 
passage. In view ofall that has been said, I (and Schenkel agrees with me 
in this) cannot take airé¢ 6 owr. r. o. as apposition, but only as an indepen- 
dent proposition, and I understand 4/24 in its ordinary adversative sense, 
namely, thus: ‘‘ He for His person, He and no other, 7s the Saviour of the 
body ; but this relation, which belongs exclusively to Himself, does not take 
away the obligation of obedience on the part of the wives towards their 
husbands, nay, rather, as the church obeys Christ, so must also the wives obey 
their husbands in every respect.” The right view was already perceived by 
Calvin, when on account of the adversative 4214 he proposed the expla- 
nation :’ ‘‘ Habet quidem id peculiare Christus, quod est servator ecclesiae, 
nihilominus sciant mulieres, sibi maritos praeesse, Christiexemplo, utcunque 
pari gratia non polleant,” ‘‘It is true that Christ has this peculiarity, that He 
is the Saviour of the Church ; nevertheless, let the women know that their 
husbands are over them, according to the example of Christ, however un- 
equal may be the favor they exercise.” Comp. also Bengel, who aptly re- 
marks: ‘‘ Vir autem non est servator uxoris ; in eo Christus excellit ; hinc 
sed sequitur,” ‘‘The husband, however, is not the Saviour of the wife ; in 
this Christ excels ; hence bué follows.” . . . What Hofmann objects is 
quite irrelevant ; for the thought, that Christ is Saviour of the body, is not 
superfluous, but has its significant bearing in the contrast which follows ; 
and Paul had not to write 764v instead of roi céyatoc with a view to 
clearness, since Christ was, in fact, just designated as xeoady ; consequently 
nothing was now more natural and clear than the designation of believers 
by tov cdpatoc, the correlative of kepada. The objection of Reiche, that 
avtéc comes in asyndetically, can have no weight in the case of Paul espe- 
cially, and of his brief and terse moral precepts (see immediately ver. 28, 
and comp. in particular Rom. xii. 9 ff.). — ai yuvaixec] se. troracoéodwoav. 
See ver. 22. —év ravri] in which case it is presupposed that the command- 
ing on the part of the husbands is in keeping with their position as representing 
Christ towards the wife. ‘Q¢ evaeBéor vouoderav mpooréderke TO év navti, 
‘‘ As making rules for the godly, he added the év ravri,” Theodoret. 

Ver. 25. If the duty of the wives was trordoceobar Ttoic avdpdow oc 
T@ «vptq, that of the husband is: dyanrare tac yuvaixac, kabO¢ Kat 6 
Xpctorde x.t.A., a love, therefore, which is ready to undergo even death 
out of affection for the wife. ‘‘Si omnia rhetorum argumenta in unum 
conjicias, non tam persuaseris conjugibus dilectionem mutuam, quam hic 
Paulus,” ‘‘If you cast all the arguments of orators together, you will not 


his theme! He would have said again, in 
another form, in ver. 24, that which he had 
just said in ver. 23! After so short a clause 
aS avtTds 6 owt. 7. ¢., What an un-Pauline 
diffuseness ! 

1 He did not, however, himself give it the 
preference, but erroneously took aAAd as 


ceterum, and in avris 6 owt. +r. o. found the 
thought : “‘ita nihil esse mulieri utilius nec 
magis salubre, quam ut marito subsit,” 
‘* Nothing is more useful, nor more advan- 
tageous to a woman than to be subject to 
a husband.” 
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persuade husband and wife so effectually to mutual love as Paul does here,” 
Bugenhagen. — kad éavrov rapéd. «.7.4.] A practical proof of the wyaryoe. 
Comp. ver. 2. What giving up is meant (namely, that wnto death) is obvious 
of itself here, where no definition is added to rapéd. ; Gal. ii. 20; Rom. iv. 25. 
Ver. 26. Aim, which Christ had in view in giving up Himself for the 
church, and therewith continued statement of the pattern of love given by Him. 
— iva abr. dy. .t.2.] ‘in order to sanctify it, after having cleansed it through 
the bath of water, by means of the word.” In His sacrificial death, namely, 
Christ’s intention with regard to His future church had this aim, that, after 
having by baptism brought about for its members the forgiveness of their 
pre-Christian sins, He would make it partaker of Christian-moral holiness 
by means of the gospel. That cleansing is the negative side of that, which 
Christ contemplated with regard to His church in His death, and this sanc- 
tification by means of the gospel constantly influencing the baptized is the 
positive side ; the former the antecedens, ‘‘ antecedent,” the latter the conse- 
quens, ‘‘ consequent ;” and both are caused by the atoning death, which is 
the causa meritoria, ‘‘ meritorious cause,” of the forgiveness of sins brought 
about by means of baptism, and the contents of the gospel as the word of 
the cross. The sanctifying influence of the latter is the efficacy of the Holy 
Spirit, who works by means of the gospel (vi. 17) ; but the Holy Spirit is 
subject to Christ (2 Cor. iii. 18), and Christ also communicates Himself in 
the Spirit to men’s hearts (Rom. viii. 9 f.) ; hence it is said with justice 
that Christ sanctifies the church through the word (comp. also ii. 21), in 
which case it is self-evident to the Christian consciousness that the opera- 
tive principle therein is the Spirit operating by means of the word. The Vul- 
gate translates xafap. mundans, ‘‘ cleansing,” and Zanchius says: ‘‘modum 
exprimit, quo eam sanctificet,” ‘‘he expresses the mode, whereby he 
sanctifies it.” So, too, Harless, who holds dy:doy and xa@apicac not to be 
different notions, but the latter to be a more precise definition of the for- 
mer, which signifies pwrum reddere a culpa peccati, ‘‘ to render pure from the 
guilt of sin.” The aorist participle would not be opposed to this view, be- 
cause it could express that which is coincident in point of time with dy:doq 
(see on i. 9) ; but it is opposed by the fact that év pyware cannot be joined 
to kaBapicac (see below), but sanctification by the word must of necessity be 
something other than the cleansing by baptism, as also at 1 Cor. vi. 11 
(comp. Acts ii. 38, xxii. 16), the cleansing by means of baptism (a7edobcac6e) 
precedes the sanctification (jyiacbyre).1 Comp. Tit. iii. 5-7.? — 76 Aoutpé rod 


1JIn Act. Thom. p. 40 f. : katauctov avtovs 
eis THY OY ToiwynY Kadapioas avTOUs ev TS OD 


emaculetur ; care ungitur, ut anima conse- 
cretur,’ ‘*The flesh is washed, in order 


Aoutpe@ k.7.A., ‘‘ Mingle them with thy fold, 
having cleansed them in thy laver,” the act 
of the xatéucfov x.7.A., is (in opposition to 
Harless) conceived of as immediately sud- 
sequent to the act of the kadapioas «.7.A, 
The Fathers, too, separate the cleansing 
and the sanctifying of the person who re- 
ceives baptism. So ¢.g., Justin Martyr, de 
resurrect, in Grabe, Spicil. II. p. 189. Tertull. 
de resurrect. 8: “Caro abluitur, ut anima 


that the soul may be cleansed ; the flesh is 
anointed that the soul may be consecrated.”’ 
Cypr. ad Donat. de gratia, p.3: ** Undae 
genitalis auxilio superioris aevi labe detersa 
in expiatum pectus serenum desuper se 
lumen infudit,” “‘ By the aid of the genital 
wave, the stain of the former life being cleans- 
ed, the light from above infuses itself into 
the expiated breast,’’ etc. 

- ? Hofmann, II. 2, p. 185, would, in opposi- 
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idaroc] (genitive materiae, ‘of material”) denotes the well-known bath of 
water Kar’ ox, ‘* pre-eminently,” which is administered by baptism. We 
have thus here not simply an allusion to baptism,’ but a designation of the 
same (comp. Tit. iii. 5 ; 1 Cor. vi. 11), and an allusion to the bath of the 
bride before the wedding-day ; see on ver, 27. — év pfuari] belongs to dy:don 
(comp. John xvii. 17), but is not placed immediately after it, because the 
two verbal definitions dyidoy and xafapicac, and again the two instrumental 
definitions r Aovrpé tov tdatoc and év pfuarti, are intended to stand together, 
whereby the structure of the discourse is arranged of set purpose conform- 
ably to the sense and with emphatic distinctness. pjua is the gospel, ro pjua 
tho riotews, Rom. x. 8, comp. 17, Eph. vi. 17, Heb. vi. 5, and here stands 
without an article, because, denoting the word kar’ é&oyfv, ‘‘ pre-eminently,” 
it could be treated like a proper noun, such as véuoc, ydpic, and the like, 
The connecting of év pj. with ayidoy is followed also by Jerome, Castalio, 
Calovius, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Winer, p. 125, Riickert, Bisping, Bleek.? 
Others, however, join it to r@ Aovrpé rod idaroc,* in which case they under- 
stand by pjua either the baptismal formula,* or the divine precept,® or the 
divine promise,* or ‘‘lavacro invocatione divini nominis efficaci,” ‘ the laver 
efficacious by the invocation of the divine name,”’’ or the gospel,*® or the divine 
power and efficacy in the word of truth, so that év pyuatcis equivalent to éy rvei- 
part.° But all these explanations break down in presence of the fact, that we 
should need to read ré Aovtpé rod bdaroc TG, OF Tov év PHu., Since neither 7d Aovrpdév 
nor 76 idwp admits of being joined into unity of idea with év pyar: ;° as well 
as of the fact, that the special interpretations of jjua, except that of gospel, 
are purely invented. Others have combined év pyy. with cafapicac,” in which 
case likewise év pfu. has been explained by some of the words of the institu- 
tion and their promise,” by others of the gospel,’ while Harless trans- 


Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost ;’? comp. Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Oecumenius, Ambrosiaster, Menochius, 


tion to the simple and clear course of the 
representation, combine xavapicas x.7.A. 
with the following ‘va rapacryjon, but for 


the invalid reason that afterwards rhv 
éxxAnoiavy is repeated, and not the mere 
avryv used. Asif Paul might not have used 
the mere airyv even with this combination ! 
And how often do all writers repeat the 
noun with emphasis (so here), or for the 
sake of perspicuity, instead of using the 
pronoun! Comp. on iv. 16. 

1 Grotius, Homberg. 

2 Against de Wette’s objections is to be 
observed, (1) that, according to Rom. x. 8, 
17, pjua can certainly be taken as the 
gospel; (2) that sanctification is wrought 
indeed through the Spirit, but the Spirit is 
* mediated through the gospel, Gal. iii.5; (3) 
that the order of the words is not forced, 
but purposely chosen. 

3 Luther: ‘“‘ by the water-bath in the 
word.”’ 

4 Chrysostom : év pyjuare molw; év ovdmare 
Tov TaTpos Kal Tov viod Kai Tod ayiov mvev- 
patos, ‘In what word? In the name of the 


33 


Calovius, Flatt, de Wette, and others. 
5“Tavationem, . . nitentem divino man- 
dato,”’ ‘“‘ a washing resting upon the divine 
command,” Storr. 
6 “* Qua vis et usus signi explicatur,” 
“whereby the force and use of the sign are 


explained,’ Calvin; comp. Michaelis, 
Knapp, Tychsen. 
7 Erasmus. 


8 Augustine, Estius, Flatt, Holzhausen, 
and others. 

® Olshausen. 

10 Such as ai évroAat év Sdypmacr, ii. 15, or H 
miatis ev Xp., or the like. 

11 Syriac, which inserts cai before év pyju ; 
Bengel, Baumgarten, Matthies, Harless, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann; perhaps 
also Beza and Calvin ; Meier is quite indis- 
tinct. 

12 Baumgarten. 

13 Syriac, Bengel: ‘“‘in verbo est vis mun- 
difica, et haec exseritur per lavacrum,”’ 
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lates : ‘‘by way of utterance, by way of promise,” which can refer only to the 
promise given with the institution ; and Hofmann : with a word, which is 
alleged to mean : so that He uttered His effective will, that it should become 
clean. But it is altogether arbitrary, since kafapicac already has a modal 
definition, to attach év pjuar: thereto in addition, and on the other hand to 
leave dy:doy isolated, although éy pfu. can very suitably as regards sense be 
attached to dy:doy ; further, that which cleanses, 7.¢., that which not merely 
symbolically represents the cleansing,’ but does away with the pre-Chris- 
tian guilt of sin, is baptism,? comp. also 1 Pet. iii. 21, Acts ii. 38, xxii. 16, 
and not the pyua, whether we understand thereby the gospel or the words of 
the institution ; lastly, the sense by ‘‘ way of promise” Paul would have 
known how to express otherwise than in so indefinite and enigmatic a 
manner, such as, possibly, by kar’ érayyediav, Gal. ii. 29 ; as, indeed, also 
the sense understood by Hofmann could not have been more indistinctly 
conveyed than by the bare éy pyuars.? Grotius combines év pjyate with 
xabap., but supplies oc before év r¢ AovtpO : ‘‘verbo suo quasi balneo,” ‘‘ by 
his word asabath.” As if one could simply thus supply oc |! Lastly, Koppe 
is quite wrong in holding that év pyar: iva is in accordance with the 
Hebrew 4yx 333 Sy, ‘‘ upon the word which,” nothing more than the bare 
iva. Not even the LXX. have translated thus barbarously! [See Note 
LV., p. 525 seq. ] 

Ver. 27. Aim of the dydoy év pauatc, and so final aim of the éavrov rapé- 
Soxev irép atic, to be realized at the Parousia. Comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 2. rapao- 
thon is already rightly referred to the time of the conswmmatio saeculi, ‘‘ consum- 
mation of the world,” by Augustine, Jerome, Primasius, Thomas, Beza, Estius, 
Calovius, and others, including Flatt, Riickert, de Wette, Schenkel, Bleek ; 
while the Greek Fathers, Lyra, Cajetanus, Bucer, Wolf, Bengel, and others, 
including Harless and Hofmann, p. 136, think of an act of Christ in the 
aidy ovroc, ‘* this world,” and many others do not at all declare their views 
with regard to the time. But if iva rapaor. «.7.A. is not to apply to the time 
of the Parousia, it must either be taken as the design of the xafapicac,* or 
as a parallel to iva abtyv ayidoy.® The former is not admissible, because év 
phate, which itself, belongs to dyacy (see on ver. 26), stands between ; nor 
yet is the latter, because dyvdon does not denote the same thing with kafapicac 
(see on ver, 26), but the making holy through the word ; and this making 
holy cannot from its nature be parallel to the momentary act of presenting of 
the church as a glorious and spotless one, but can only be antecedent, so 


*‘in the word is the cleansing force, and 
this is exerted through the layer,’? comp. 
Matthies and Baumgarten-Crusius, as also 
Schenkel. 

1 Schenkel. 

2 This also in opposition to Theile in 
Winer’s Haeget. Stud. p. 187 : év phate is a 
sort of correction of 76 Aovtpe Tod VdarTos. 

3What Hofmann, II. 2, p. 191, oddly 
enough adduces by way of elucidation: 
“As the husband by the word, which ex- 


presses his will to make a woman his wife, 
takes away from her the reproach of her 
virgin state (comp. Isa. iv. 1; 1 Cor. vii. 36), 
so has Christ done for the church,” drags 
in something entirely foreign to the matter, 
and, indeed, something very wnswitadle, as 
though the church were thought of ag 
tapdévos Umépakjos | 

4 Bengel. 

5 Harless. 
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that this presentation must be the final result of the sanctifying which has 
already taken place through the word. — rapaorfay] might set forth, present, 
coram sisteret, namely, as His bride. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 2. The view of Har- 
less, that the church is conceived of not as bride, but as spotless offering 
(on rapaor. comp. Rom. xii. 1), is opposed to the context, and incorrect 
also on account of éavr}, by which, in fact, there would result the concep- 
tion that Christ presents the offering to Himself. No, the union of Christ 
with His Church at the Parousia, in order to confer upon it Messianic bless- 
edness, is conceived of by Paul (as also by Christ Himself, Matt. xxv. 1 ff., 
comp. Rey. xix. 7 ff.; see also John iii. 29) under the figure of the bring- 
ing home of a bride, wherein Christ appears as the bridegroom and sets 
Jorth the bride, i.e., His church, as a spotless virgin (the bodily purity is a 
representation of the ethical) before Himself, after He has already in the 
aidv ovtoc, ‘this world,” cleansed it by the bath of baptism (i.¢., blotted out 
the pre-Christian guilt of the church) and sanctified it through His word. To 
deny the reference of xafapicac x.7.4. and of ver. 27 to the circumstances of a 
wedding, and particularly the allusion to the bath to be taken by the bride 
before the wedding-day,’ is an over-refinement of taste at variance with the 
context.*—The presentation in our passage was referred by Kahnis* to the 
Lord’s Supper, an application which is warranted neither by the context nor 
by the analogy of 2 Cor. xi. 2 and Matt. xxv. —airoc éavré] so that what 
takes place is not therefore as in the case of the bringing home of actual 
brides by others, but Christ Himself, as He gave Himself to sanctify it, etc., 
presents the church as bride to Himself at His Parousia, and indeed as 
évdo£ov, in glorious beauty (Luke vii. 25; Isa. xxii. 18, al.), which is 
with emphasis placed before zy éxxAnoiav, and subsequently receives by 
means of wy éyovoay x«.7.A. a detached, more precise negative definition 
specially to be brought into prominence.’ — ozidov] maculam, comp. 2 Pet. 
ii, 18, a word of the later age of Greek, instead of the Attic xnaic.° In the 
Jigure is meant a corporeal blemish, but in the reality a moral defilement. 
The same is the case with putida, rugam, ‘‘ wrinkle,” which occurs only here 
in the N. T., but often in the classical writers, not in the LXX. or Apoc- 
rypha. Special distinctions as to what is intended by the two figures are 
arbitrary. So e.g. Estius :° oid. signifies deformitas operis, ‘‘ deformity of 


1 Harless, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, 
and others. 

2 It is certainly obvious that this bathing 
in the case of an actual bride was not the 
business of the bridegroom (as Hofmann ob- 
jects); but in the case of the church con- 
ceived as the bride the cleansing by the 
bath of baptism is the act of the bride- 
groom (who in fact does not cause the 
bride, cleansed and sanctified by him, to be 
presented by others, but presents her to 
himself), and thus Paul has drawn the 
Jigure itself in accordance with the state of 
matters in the reality delineated, as indeed 
frequently figures are modified in accord- 
ance with the thing to be represented 


(comp. on Matt. xxv. 1; Gal. iv. 19). If we 
press the figures beyond the tertium com- 
parationis, no one is any longer appropri- 
ate.— On the Aovtpoy vuudixsy, ‘bridal 
laver” (at which kadap. 73 Aovtpe Tod Vdatos 
here glances), comp. specially Bos, Hzercitt. 
p. 185 f. ; Hermann, Privatalterth. § 31. 6; 
Becker, Charicles, ii. p. 460 ff. ; as also Bux- 
torf, Synag. p. 626. 

3 Abendm. p. 144. 

4 With regard to avras éavte, comp. 2 Cor. 
i.9; Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 11; Thucyd. vi. 40. 3; 
Kriiger, § 51. 2. 12. 

5 See Lobeck, ad Phryn, p. 28. 

6 After Augustine, 
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work,” and pur. duplicitas intentionis, ‘duplicity of intention ;” Grotius : 
the former applies to the carere vitiis, ‘‘to lack faults,” the latter to the 
vegetos semper esse, ‘‘ always to be vigorous,” for good (because wrinkles are 
characteristic of age). — 7% re tév rowtrwv] which belongs to the category of 
such things, of that which disfigures, like spots and wrinkles. — 447’ iva 4 
x.t.A.] Change of the construction, instead of 442 oboay x.7.2., as if iva py éxn 
x.t.A. had been said before. Versatility of the Greek mode of thought and 
expression.’ —dyia] the thing signified in place of the figure, which would 
be more congruously expressed by dyvj (2 Cor. xi. 2). —Gpopoc] i. 4. 
Comp. Cant. iv. 7. Grotius, at variance with the context, holds that Paul 
had in the case of both expressions thought of : ‘‘quales victimae esse de- 
bebant in V. T.,” ‘‘as victims had to be in the O. T.” 

Ver. 28. Otrwc] To refer this, with Meier and Baumgarten-Crusius, as 
also de Wette is disposed to do, to the following dc,? might, doubtless, be 
admissible in itself (see on 1 Cor. iv. 1), but is here quite out of place ; 
because ojtw¢ would then have an undue emphasis, and the declaration 
would stand without any inner connection with that which precedes. It 
relates to what is said from xafd¢ Kai 6 Xpiotéc, ver. 25 onwards to ver. 27, 
and is equivalent to : in accordance with this relation, in keeping with this holy 
love of Christ for the church.? We may add that Zanchius, who is followed 
by Estius and Harless,‘ is in error in saying, ‘‘ digressus non nihil ad mys- 
teriwm, nunc ad institutwm redit,” ‘‘the digression recurs sometimes to the 
mystery, but now to the ordinance.” There was no digression in what pre- 
cedes, but a delineation of the love of Christ serving as an example for the 
husbands. — éc¢ ta éavtév couara| not : like their own bodies,°® but: as their 
own bodies. For Christ loved the church not like His body, but as His body, 
which the church zs and He its head, ver. 28. Sois also the husband head of 
the wife, and he is to love the wife as his body—which conception, however, 
does not present the Gnostic notion of the rAjpwua,* but, on the contrary, 
comp. 1 Cor. xi. 3. Schoettgen, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Meier, and others make 
6¢ Ta éavt. oOuatra mean nothing more than : like themselves ; but this is in it- 
self quite arbitrary and without support from linguistic usage, and also ut- 
terly inappropriate to the example of Christ, since we certainly cannot say 
of Christ that He loved the church like Himself! In the Rabbinical pas- 
sages, too, as Sanhedr. f. 76, 2: ‘‘quiuxorem amat wt corpus swum,” ‘who 
loves his wife as his body,” etc., this wt corpus swum, ‘‘as his body,” is to 


1 See, in general, Matthiae, p. 1527 f.; 
Winer, p. 509; Buttmann, newtest. Gr. p. 208 
[E. T. 241]. 

2 Estius likewise would have it so under- 
stood, unless ottws Kat ot avdpes opeiAovory 
be read; which, however, is really to be 
read, see the critical remarks. 

3 Comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom. 1. 39; Herm. 
ad Viger. p. 793. 

4 Who thinks that Paul is only resuming 
the simple injunction of ver. 25, with the 
expansion ws Ta éavt@y gwpara. Certainly 
the main point of the precept, ver. 28, lies 


in those words ; but this whole precept is 
by means of ovtws grounded on what is said 
from kadas x. 6 Xp., ver. 25, onward. 

>Meier; comp. also Grotius, who here 
brings in the entirely heterogeneous com- 
parison : ‘‘ Sicuti corpus est instrumentum 
animi, ita uxor est instrumentum viri ad 
res domesticas, ad quaerendos liberos,” ‘As 
the body is the instrument of the mind, so 
the wife is the instrument of the husband for 
domestic affairs, for obtaining children.” 

6 Baur. 


CHAP. Y., 29. 51? 
be taken literally, and that in accordance with the mode of regarding man 
and wife as one flesh. We may add that Paul does not by means of dc 7. 
éavt, ou. pass over into another figure, or even to another view of the sub- 
ject,' but already, in the preceding description of the love of Christ to the 
charch, his conception has been that Christ loves the church, His bride, as 
his body, which conception he now first, in the application, definitely indi- 
cates, and in vv. 29-31 more particularly elucidates. —6 dyarév rv éavroi 
yuvaika éavtov ayarg] From the duty of loving their own wives é¢ ra éavrév 
oduara, results—inasmuch as in fact according to this the wife belongs es- 
sentially to the proper self of the husband as such—the proposition of con- 
jugal ethics, that the love of one’s own wife is love of oneself. This proposition 
Paul lays down, in order to treat it more in detail, vv. 29-32, and finally 
repeat it in the form of a direct precept in ver. 38. 

Ver. 29. Tap] assigns the reason of what immediately precedes, and that so, that 
this statement of the reason is intended to impel to the exercise of the self-love 
involved in the love to the wife. The connection of the thoughts, namely, is 
this : ‘“He who loves his own wife, loves himself ; for, if he did not love her, 
he would hate his own flesh, which is so repugnant to nature that no one has 
ever yet done it, but rather every one does the opposite, as also Christ—and 
that gives to this natural relation the highest consecration—acts with regard 
to the church, because this constitutes the members of His body.” — roré] 
ever, not, as Mayerhoff would take it:? formerly, in the heathen state, the 
contrast to which is supposed to be : but possibly now, under the influence 
of an asceticism directed against marriage—a view, which the present 
tenses that follow ought to have precluded. — ry éavrov oapxa] odpé is here 
indifferent? without the conception of what is sinful.‘ Paul might have 
written caua instead,® but chose cdpxa, because the idea of the uia cape, 
which is realized in the married state, is already (see ver. 21) present to his 
mind. — aA2’] se. éxaoroc.® — éxrpéger] enutrit, ‘‘nourishes.” The compound 
form denotes the development that is brought about by the nourishing ; 
comp. vi. 4.7 — 64Ame] makes it warm, fovet (Vulgate) ; Goth : ‘‘varmeith.” 
It is thus to be taken in its proper signification.* Bengel aptly says : ‘‘id 
spectat amictum,” ‘‘ this refers to clothing, as nourishing does to food.” The 
usual interpretation is : ‘‘ he fosters it,” Luther. Without support from lin- 
guistic usage. —It is, we may add, self-evident that ovdelc . . . avrhy 
expresses a proposition of experience, the correctness of which holds asa 
general rule, and is not set aside by exceptional cases. The erucifying of 
the flesh, however, in Gal. v. 24, has regard to the sinful caps. —Kafld¢ kai 6 
Xp. thv éxkAno.] sc. Exrpéger kat OdArec, which is here, of course, to be inter- 


1 Riickert. 

2 Koloss. p. 144. 

3 Comp. Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 425. 

4See also Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. 
p. 54, 

5 Curtius, vii. 1: ‘‘ corporibus nostris, 
quae utique non odimus,” ‘with our 
bodies, which assuredly we do not hate ;”’ 
Seneca, Hp. 14: “fateor insitam nobis esse 


corporis nostri caritatem,”’ ‘* I confess that 
love of our body is implanted in us.” 

6 See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 366 D; 
ad Symp. p. 192 E. 

7 See the passages in Wetstein. 

8 Hom. Odyss. xxi. 179, 184, 246; Xen. Cyr. 
y. 1.11; Soph. Phil. 38; also Theocr. xiv. 
88; Deut. xxii.6; Job xxxix. 14; 1 Thess. 
ii. 8. 
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preted metaphorically of the loving operation of Christ for the salvation of 
His church, whose collective prosperity He carefully promotes. To bring 
out by interpretation specially two elements' is arbitrary. According to 
Kahnis,? Christ nourishes the church as His body by the communication of 
His body in the Supper. But apart from the fact that @427e: does not suit 
this, there is no mention at all of the Lord’s Supper in the whole connection. 
Comp. on rapacr., ver. 27, and see on ver. 30 ff. The kafae kai 6 Xp. 
THv éxxaA. is the sacred refrain of the whole Christian ethics of marriage ; 
comp. vv. 238, 25. 

Ver. 30. Reason why Christ éxrpédex kai O4arec the church : because we are 
members of His body. wédn is prefixed with emphasis ; for we are not an 
accidens, ‘‘accident,” but integral parts of His body. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 27. 
— &k Tie capKo¢ avToU K. éxK TOV doTéwv avTov] More precise definition of the péAy 
Tov oduatoc avrov just said, in order to express this relation as strongly as 
possible : (proceeding) from His flesh and from His bones. This form of 
expression is a reminiscence of Gen. ii. 23,? where Adam expresses the origin 
of Eve out of his bones and out of his flesh,+—to which origin the deriva- 
tive relation of Christians to Christ is analogous, of course not physically, 
but in the spiritual, mystical sense, inasmuch as the Christian existence as 
such—the specific being and spiritual nature of Christians—proceeds from 
Christ, has in Christ its principle of origination, asin a physical manner Eve 
proceeded from Adam, The at any rate non-literal expressions are not in- 
tended to bear minuter interpretation. They do not affirm that believers 
are produced and taken out of Christ’s glorified body,* which is already for- 
bidden by the expression ‘‘ flesh and bones.” Rather is the same thing in- 
tended—only brought, in accordance with the connection, into the definite 
sensuously genetic form of presentation suggested by Gen. l.c.—which else- 
where is denoted by xaiw7 xrioue (2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. vi. 15), as well as by fa 
08 ovkéte éy@, Ch 08 év Euol Xprordc (Gal. ii. 20), by Xpiordv évedtoacbe (Gal. iii. 
27), by the relation of the é& rvevua elva to Christ (1 Cor. vi. 17), and in 
general by the expressions setting forth the Christian radvyyevecia.© Comp. 
the kocvwvdv yivecbar Oelac dicewc, 2 Pet. i. 4. With various modifications it 
has been explained of the spiritual origination from Christ already by Chry- 
sostom (who understood the regeneration by baptism), Ambrosiaster, Theo- 
doret, Oecumenius,’ Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Vorstius,* Calvin (‘‘ qui 


1 Grotius: ‘‘ nutrit eam verbo et Spiritu, 
vestit virtutibus,”’ ‘‘nourishes it with His 
word and Spirit ; clothes it with virtues.” 

2 Abendm. p. 148 f. 

3 This reminiscence the more readily sug- 
gested itself to the apostle, not only in 
general, because he was wont to think of 
Christ as the second Adam (Rom. v. 12 ff.), 
but also specially because he was just 
treating of the subject of marriage. 

4 That Paul should not prefix é« tov 
ootéwv, aS in Gen. ii. 23, but é« THs capKds, 
was quite naturally suggested to him by 
ver. 29. The explanation of Bengel is arbi- 
trary and far-fetched. 


5 Gess, Person Christi, p. 274 ff.; comp. 
Bisping. 

6 Philo also, p. 1094, applies the words of 
Gen. /.c. to a spiritual relation—to the rela- 
tion of the soul to God. If the soul were 
better and more like God, it would be able 
to make use of those words, because, 
namely, it ov« éotiv adAotpia avtod, adda 
oddpa oikeia, ‘is not foreign to Him, but 
emphatically His own.”’ 

7 2& avrod 58, kabd amapxy Nuav éorte THs Sev- 
Tépas TAGTEWS, WoTeEp Ex TOD Addp Sia THY TPw- 
tv, ‘ Of Him, as He is our beginning of the 
second creation, as Adam was by the first.’’ - 

® “Spirituali tantum ratione ex ipso 
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spiritus sui virtute nos in corpus suum inserit, ut vitam ex eo hauriamus,” 
‘“‘who by the virtue of His Spirit inserts us into His body, that we may derive 
life from Him”), Calovius, Bengel, Matthies, de Wette,1 Hofmann, Reiche, 
and others ; while, withal, Koppe (so also Meier) thought only arctissimam 
quamlibet conjunctionem, ‘‘a most intimate union,” to be denoted, whereby 
justice is not done to the genetic signification of the éx. Others explained it: 
in so far as we have the same human nature as He. So Irenaeus, Jerome, 
Augustine, Thomas, Michaelis ; comp. also Stolz and Rosenmiiller. Decid- 
edly erroneous, partly because Paul could not in this sense say ; ‘‘ we are 
of Christ’s flesh and bone,” but only the converse : ‘‘ Christ is of our flesh 
and bone” (Rom. i. 3, ix. 5; John i. 14); partly because the element of 
having like nature with Christ would apply not merely to Christians, but 
to men as such generally. Others refer it to the crucifixion of Christ: ‘ex 
carne ejus et ossibus crucifixis, i.e., ex passione ejus predicata et credita 
ortum habuit ecclesia,” ‘‘ from his flesh and crucified bones, 7.¢., from his 
passion preached and believed, the church has its origin,” Grotius.* But the 
crucifiais, ‘* crucified,” is purely imported, and could the less be guessed 
here, inasmuch as from the words the history of Adam and Eve inevitably 
came to be recalled ; and there is nothing to remind us® of the ‘‘ martyr- 
stake of the cross,” upon which Christ ‘‘ gave up” His flesh and bones 
“Cand suffered them to be broken” (? see John xix. 38, 86). Others, finally, 
have explained it of the real communion with the body of Christ in the Lord’s 
Supper. So recently,’ in addition to Kahnis and Thomasius,° also Harless 
and Olshausen, the latter of whom says : ‘‘it is the self-communication of 
His divine-human nature, by which Christ makes us to be His flesh and 
bone ; He gives His people His flesh to eat and His blood to drink.” But 
not even the semblance of a plea for explaining it of the Supper lies in the 
words ; since Paul has not written kai éx trav aiuatoc avtov, Which would have 
been specific in the case of the Supper, but «a? é« rov doréwv avrov! Riickert has 
renounced any attempt at explanation, and doubts whether Paul himself 
thought of anything definite in the words. A very needless despair of 
exegesis ! [See Note LVI., p. 526.] 

Ver. 31. Not a citation from Gen. ii. 24, but (comp. vi. 2) Paul makes 
these words of Scripture, which as such were well known to the readers, 
his own, while the deviations from the LXX. are unimportant and make no 
difference to the sense. What, however, is spoken, Gen. /.¢., of the union 
of husband and wife, Paul applies by typical inrerpretation to the coming 


their interpretation. So Beza and Calvin 
say that it is obsignatio et symbolum, “a 
sealing and symbol,” of the mystic fellow- 
ship with Christ here meant. Grotius 
found an allusion to the Supper; while, on 


Christo quasi procreatos esse,” ‘‘ Only in 
a spiritual manner, as if they were pro- 
created from Christ Himself.”’ 

1 Who, however, in the second edition, 
regards the words as spurious. 


2 Comp. already Cajetanus, as also Zan- 
chius, Zachariae, Schenkel, having refer- 
ence to John vi. 51 f., xiv. 18 ff. 

8 In opposition to Schenkel. 

4 Many of the older expositors, following 
Theodoret and Theophylact, at least 
mixed up the Supper in various ways in 


the other hand, Calovius maintained that 
we were ex Christo, ‘‘ of Christ,” not only by 
regeneration, but also by the communica- 
tion of His body and blood in the Lord’s 
Supper. 

5 III. 2, p. 73, 
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(future: xatareiper x.t.2.) union of Christ with the church (see ver. 32), a 
union which shall take place at the Parousia, up to which time the church 
is the bride of Christ, and at which time it is then nuptially joined with 
Him (see on ver. 27),—and so the apostle expresses this antitype of the con- 
jugal union in the hallowed words of Scripture, in which the type, the 
marriage union in the proper sense, is expressed. We have accordingly 
to explain it thus : Mor this reason, because we are Christ’s members, of His 
flesh and of His bone, shall a man (i.e., antitypically, Christ, at the Parousia) 
leave father and mother (i.e., according to the mystic interpretation of the 
apostle : He will leave His seat at the right hand of God) and be united with 
his wife (with the church), and (and then) the two (the man and the wife, .e., 
Christ who has descended and the church) shail be one flesh (form one ethi- 
cal person, as married persons by virtue of bodily union, become a physical 
unity). Those expositors who, in keeping with the original sense of Gen. 
lc., take the words of actual marriage,’ have against them as well the 
av7i robrov, which cannot be referred without arbitrariness to anything else 
than what immediately precedes, as also the futwre expression, which (as 
also in Gen. l.c.) must denote something yet to come ; and not less the 
statement of Paul Himself, ver. 32, according to which dv6pwro¢ must be 
interpreted of Christ, and rv yuvaixa of the church, not merely perhaps? is to 
be so interpreted. Hofmann likewise * understands it of real marriage, and 
sees all difficulties vanish if we more closely connect ver. 32 with ver. 31, 
so that ro pvorgpiov rovro sums up the Old Testament passage itself and 
makes this the subject, and then the sense is : ‘‘ That, as the passage affirms, 
the marriage communion is the most intimate of all communions for this reason, 
because the wife proceeds from the husband—this mystery, which was foreign to 
the Gentiles, is great. It 1s a highly significant mystery of the order laid 
down by the creation, a most important revelation of the divine counsel in this 
domain, which the apostle interprets as applying to Christ and the church, 
because marriage in this respect has its higher counterpart in the domain of 
redemption, but without excluding its validity also for the married as regards 
their relation regulated by the creation.” This view is incorrect, for the very 
reason that to make 1d pvorfpiov be said in reference to the Gentiles is quite 
foreign to, and remote from, the connection ; because, further, Paul must 
have written éyo dé viv Aéyw ; because Aéyw does not mean ‘‘I say of it,” but 
‘T say 2,” 2.e., I interpret it ; because avti robrov would remain entirely out 
of connection with that which precedes, and thus the passage of Scripture 
would make its appearance quite abruptly ; because, if the reader was to 
understand the whole passage of Scripture as the subject, summed up in 7d 
pvorhp. tovro, of what follows, the apostle must have indicated this, in order 
to be intelligible, by something like 1d d& avrti totrov k.7.4., wvorhpiov 
péya éoriv ; and because, finally, the validity of the fundamental law of 
marriage, ver. 31, for married persons is so entirely self-evident, that a quite 


1So0 most expositors, including Matthies, an abrupt form merely as a hint thrown 
Meier, Schenkel, Bleek, Riickert, who, out for the more initiated. 
however, here too despairs of more precise 2 Reiche. 
explanation, as the passage stands forth in 3 TI. 2, p. 139. 
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unsuitable thought (‘‘ but without excluding,” etc.) is attributed to the rAqp 
of ver. 38. — Those, further, who explain it of Christ and the church, as Hun- 
nius, Balduin, Grotius, Bengel, Michaelis, and others, are mistaken in be- 
lieving the connection with Christ already existing in the present aidv as that 
which is meant ; inasmuch as in the caraAeiper rov mar. x. 7. ut. they think 
of the ¢ncarnation,' or generally of the fact that ‘‘ Christus nihil tam carum 
habuit, quod non nostri causa abdicaverit,” ‘‘ Christ held nothing so dear 
as not to have abdicated it for our sake,” ® or even of the separation of Christ 
from His nation* or from the synagogue ;* while Harless and Olshausen 
pass over xatadeiper tov rarépa x.t.A. without more precise explanation, as 
unessential to the connection and aim, and regard only kai éoovrar of 0. ele 
o. w. as the main point, explaining it of the Lord’s Supper.° But the whole 
reference to the already present connection with Christ is incorrect, because 
this connection was just before expressed in the present form by péAy éouév 
«.7.4., but now upon this present relation is based the setting in of a future 
one (katadelper k.7.A. ; Observe the future forms), and that by avr? rotron, 
quite as in Gen. il. 24 by means of évexeyv rotrov the future relation of 
marriage is deduced from the then existing relation of Adam and. Eve. 
These expositors, besides, overlook the fact that in the aidv obroc, ‘ this 
world,” Christ is not yet husband, but until the Parousia still bridegroom of 
the church (ver. 27), which He only at the Parousia presents to Himself as 
a purified and sanctified bride for nuptial union. Moreover, the setting 
aside of the whoie portion katadeiper avOpwro¢ tov rat. x.7.2., on the part of 
Harless and Olshausen, is-a purely arbitrary proceeding. — ayti rotrov] See 
Winer, p. 326. It is distinguished from the évexev rotrov in the LXX. only 
by its placing the cause and the fact thereby conditioned in comparison 


1 “ Htiam Christus patrem quasi reliquit,”’ 
“Christ also, as it were, left His Father,” 
Bengel. 

2 Grotius. 

3 Michaelis. 

4 Bisping. 

5 What in marriage the fleshly union is, 
that in the connection of the church with 
Christ the substantial union by means of 
the Supper is alleged tobe! ‘As man 
and wife are indeed always one in love, but in 
the elements of conjugal union, in which the 
specific nature of marriage consists, become in 
aspecial sense one flesh ; sois also the church 
as a whole, and each congregation, like each 
soul in it, always one spirit with Christ, the 
Head of the body; but in the elements of the 
sacred Supper the believing soul celebrates in a 
very special sense the union with its Saviour, 
in that it takes up into itself His flesh and 
blood, and therewith the germ of the immortal 
body.”” This fanciful view of Olshausen is 
without any warrant in the context, and at 
variance with the future caradciver, which 
must—and that indeed according to Gen. 


iii—express something not yet accomplished, 
but only to be expected in the future. More- 
over, the ‘‘ leaving,” etc., does not at all 
suit the conception of the communion of 
Christ with believers in the Supper, and 
least of all the orthodox Lutheran concep- 
tion of ubiquity. [See above, Note XIV.] 
Nevertheless Kahnis (Abendm. p. 144) has 
entirely acceded to the view of Olshau- 
sen. He objects to the explanation of the 
union of Christ with the church at the 
Parousia, that this union cannot possibly be 
thought of as “a sacrificial renunciation, 
on the part of Christ, of His heavenly 
glory.’’ But the matter is neither so thought 
of nor so represented. That which is meant 


by xaradeiWer, the coming again of Christ. 


from heaven, will—and this was well known 
to the believing consciousness of every 
reader—take place not without His heavenly 
glory, but with that glory; and by the 
union, which is expressed in the typical 
representation mpockodAAnOyoerar x,7.A., the 
ovvdokacOnva: of the believers will then be 
accomplished. Comp. Col. iii. 4. 


aes 
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with each other according to the conception of requital (for this).’ The 
reference of avti robrov, with regard to which many are entirely silent, can 
be found only in ver. 80 ; because our relation to Christ is this. See above. 
Other references, as those of Estius : ‘‘ quia mulier formata est ex ossibus et 
carne viri,” ‘‘ because the woman was formed of the man’s flesh and bones,” 
and Holzhausen ; ‘‘ because the man, in loving his wife, loves himself,” ? 
are forced just because of their taking ver. 31 not according to its mystic 
reference, but of real marriage. — av6pwroc| a human being, i.e., according to 
the context, a man,* by which, however, according to the mystical interpre- 
tation of the apostle, Christ is antitypically to be understood. — kai ri 
untépa] is doubtless taken up along with the rest as a constituent part of 
the words of Adam, but is not destined for a special exposition in the 
typical reference of the passage to Christ, since karaeiper tov matépa avTov 
can, in accordance with that typical reference, only apply to the descend- 
ing of Christ from the right hand of God, which will ensue at the Parousia. 
Then the ctrOpovoc of the Father comes down to earth, to wed Himself 
(Matt. xxv. 1) to the church, the bride, 2 Cor. xi. 2. 

Ver. 32. For the understanding of ver. 31 in the sense of the apostle an 
exegetical gloss was necessary, which is here given: This mystery is great, 
is important and exalted in its contents, but Isay it, adduce it (namely, this 
mystery, by which is meant just the declaration of Gen. ii. 24), in reference 
to Christ and the church. — 16 wvorhpiov tovro] So Paul terms those Old Testa- 
ment words just employed by him, in so far as they have a hidden meaning 
not recognized without divine enlightenment.4— éyé dé] éyé, which Holz- 
hausen even declares to be superfluous, has emphasis : J, however (dé meta- 
batic), opposed to the possible interpretations which might be given to the 
mysterious utterance.® — cic Xpiorév Kai cic THv éxkAnoiav] so that we have thus 
under @v@pw7o0c¢ to understand Christ, and under 7 yuv7 aitod the church. 
This has been rightly discerned already by the Fathers,® only they should 
not have thought of the coming of Christ in the flesh,’ but of the Parousia. 
See on ver. 31. Lastly, it is worthy of notice simply under a historical 
point of view, that Roman Catholics,® on the ground of the Vuigate, which 
translates uvorgpiov by sacramentum, proved from our passage ® that marriage 
is a sacrament. It is not this that is conveyed in the passage, as indeed in 
general marriage ‘‘non habet a Christo institutionem sacramentalem, non 
Sormam, non materiam, non jinem sacramentalem,” ‘‘ has from Christ neither 
a sacramental institution, nor form, nor substance, nor end,’ but it is rather 


1 Comp. «avé’ vy, and see Matthiae, Hor. p. 784. Philo, p. 1096, allegorizes those 


p. 1827 ; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 170. 

2 Comp. Meier and Matthies. 

3’ Without on that account avOpwmos stand- 
ing for avyp, see Fritzsche, ad Matt. p. 598. 

4 With the Rabbins, too, the formula 
mystertum magnum, ‘a great mystery” 
(Jalkut. Rud. f. 59, 4: SYD? ND) 8D) is 
very common. See Schoettgen, Horae, 
p. 783 f. 

§ Later Rabbinico-mystical interpretations 
of marriage may be seen in Schoettgen, 


words in reference to reason, which for- 
sakes wisdom and follows the senses. 

6 See Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophy- 
lact, Jerome. 

7 In connection with which Jerome inter- 
preted tnv untépa of the heavenly Jerusa- 
lem ; comp. Estius. 

§ But not Erasmus, Cajetanus, or Estius. 

® See also Catech. Rom. ii. 8. 16 f. 

10 Calovius, and see the Apol, Conf. Aug. 
M. 204, J. 215. 
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the sacredly ideal and deeply moral character, which is forever assured to 
marriage by this typical significance in the Christian view. We may add 
that monogamy is presupposed as self-evident, but does not form the set pur- 
pose of the passage, which would be purely ¢mported.? 

Ver. 33. TlAgv] is usually explained to the effect, that it leads back 
to the proper theme after the digression of vv. 80-32, or merely ver. 32.? 
‘‘ Paulus prae nobilitate digressionis quasi oblitus propositae rei nunc ad 
rem revertitur,” ‘‘Paul as it were forgetting his subject, through the 
nobleness of the digression, now returns to it,” Bengel. A digression, 
however, has certainly not taken place, but vv. 30, 31 essentially belong 
to the description of the love of Christ to the church, and ver. 32 was a 
brief gloss pertaining to the right understanding of ver. 31, and not 
a digression. And Av is used by way doubtless of breaking off (Luke 
xix. 27, al.), but not of resuming. So also here: Yet—not further to 
enter upon the subject of this jvorhprov—ye also ought (as Christ the 
church), each one indiwidually, in such manner (obruc, 7.¢., in keeping with 
the ideal of Christ contained in this pvorjprov) to love his own wife as himself. 
With «ai the persons appealed to, and with ovtwe the mode of what they are 
- to do, are placed in a parallel with Christ. — oi xa? éva] ye one by one, vos 
singuli, man by man.? The following verb, however, has taken its regimen 
from éxaoroc, not from the proper subject jueic, as often also in classical 
writers.* — The twofold designation oi xa? éva ixactoe strengthens the concep- 
tion, that each one without exception, etc. — dc éavtdv| as himself, so that the 
love issues from, and is determined by, the point of view : 6 dyanév rip 
éavtov yuvaika éavtov ayarG, ver. 28. —7 dé yuvy iva doBATat Tov Gvdpa] 7 62 yur 
is with emphasis absolutely ° prefixed, not yet dependent on the notion of 
volo (see on 2 Cor. viii. 7) to be supplied in thought before iva. Hence : 
but the wife—she ought to fear her husband. In this brief stern closing utter- 
ance, the apostle, while stating the obligation of the husband to love the 
wife d¢ éavrdy, yet secures as concerns the wife the relation of subordina- 
tion, namely, the duty of reverence for the husband—a duty, which is not 
done away with by that obligation on the part of the husband. ‘‘Optime 
cohaerebit concordia, si wtrimque constabunt officia,” ‘‘Harmony will 
best be maintained, if on both sides the duties be diligently observed,” 
Erasmus, Paraphr. Rightly, we may add, in accordance with the context 
Oecumenius defines the notion of ¢0BF%ras: d¢ mpérer yuvaixa poBeiobar, pur) 
dovAorperac, ‘‘ Not in a servile way, but as is fitting that a wife fear.” See 
Vv. 22-24. 


1 In opposition to Schwegler, p. 387. Gorg. p. 503 E; Bornemann, ad Cyrop. iii, 1. 
2 Olshausen. 8. 
3 See Matthiae, p. 1357. 5 Winer, p. 506. 


4See Matthiae, p. 765; Stallbaum, ad 
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L. Ver. 4. aicypérne, kal pwpodoyia 7 evtparedia. 


The first is ‘“‘the shameful, whether actively exhibited or passively approved 
in word, gesture or deed ’’ (Ellicott). As to the second, ‘‘that which is meant 
here by stultiloquy or foolish speaking is the ‘lubricum verbi,’ as St. Ambrose 
calls it, the ‘slipping with the tongue,’ which prating people often suffer, 
whose discourses betray the vanity of their spirit, and discover ‘the hidden 
man of the heart’ (Jeremy Taylor, quoted by Trench). ‘‘ Luther hits the mark 
with Narrentheidinge, buffoonery, which denotes what is high-flown, pompous, 
in loose discourse’’ (Braune). Both Stier and Trench call attention to the 
fact that, considering the sense of ‘‘ fool” and ‘‘folly ” in the N. T., something 
positive as well as negative is here indicated. The classical evrpdmedo¢ was 
‘one ready with an answer or repartee.” To be such ‘‘required polish, 
refinement, knowledge of the world, wit.’’ Yet sin, by losing its coarseness, 
only became all the more dangerous. ‘‘In the finer talk of the world, its 
‘persiflage,’ its ‘badinage,’ there is that which would attract many, whom 
scurrile buffoonery would only revolt and repel’’ (Trench). Itis ‘‘ that ribald- 
ry, studied artifice, polite equivoque, which are worse in many cases than 
open foulness of tongue” (Eadie) ; that finds ‘‘ occasion for wit or levity in 
anything, however sacred, fearing nothing so much as to be dull, and mistak- 
ing all seriousness and reserve for dulness’’ (Barry). ‘‘ Pleasantry of every 
sort is not condemned by the apostle. He seems to refer to wit in connection 
with lewdness — double entendre” (Eadie). Stier remarks that even St. Paul did 
not abstain from wit, as may be seen in Acts xxvi. 29 ; 1 Cor. ix. 9, 10; 2 Cor. 
xii. 13, and adds: ‘But his wit is holy, full of meaning, and his jesting, if so 
it may be called, is inseparably united with the purest earnestness, as is 
proper. Never from mere pleasure in empty wit do we find the form without 
profitable contents, as well as never to the injury of his neighbor.”’ 


LI. Ver. 13. mav ydp 76 gavepotuevor dc éorTiv. 


The interpretation of Meyer has been adopted in the English Revised Ver- 
sion, and supported among others by Alford, Ellicott, Barry, Riddle. The 
chief objection urged by Olshausen and Eadie, ‘that light does not always 
exercise this transforming influence, for the devil and the wicked are reproved 
by the light, without themselves becoming light,’” is answered by Ellicott : 
‘All that is asserted is that ‘whatever is illumined is light ; whether that tend 
to condemnation or the contrary depends upon the nature of the case and 
the inward operation of the outwardly illumining influence.” ‘St. Paul here 
explains still more clearly what he means by illumination. It implies the 
catching the light and reflecting it so as to become a new source of light. It 
must be noted that the subject of the sentence is not ‘the works of darkness,’ 
but ‘all things’ in general. Hence the whole process is described, with almost 
scientific accuracy, as threefold. First, the things or persons are dragged out 
of darkness into light ; then they are illuminated ; lastly, they become light 
in themselves and to others. There are no doubt exceptions to this the right 
and normal process, in the case of the utterly reprobate, who have lost all 


NOTES. 25 


power of reflecting light, and are, therefore, dark still in the blaze of noon ; 
but the next verse shows that St. Paul is not contemplating these ; and even 
these may be beacons of warning to others” (Barry), 


LIT. Ver. 14, did Aéyer. "Eyeupe. 


Better than Meyer’s explanation is that of Ellicott : ‘It seems much more 
reverent, as well as much more satisfactory, to say that St. Paul, speaking 
under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, is expressing in a condensed and 
summary form the spiritual meaning of the passage. The prophet’s imme- 
diate words (Is. lxi., 1 sq.) supply, in substance, the first part of the quotation ; 
the concluding part is the spiritual application of the remainder of the verse.” 
See Terry’s Biblical Hermeneutics, p. 500 sq.; Toy’s Quotations in the N, T., 
p. 199 sq. 


LITI. Ver. 16. é&ayopalouevos tov Karpov. 


‘“That we are to make a wise use of circumstances for our own good or that 
of others, and like prudent merchants to buy up the fitting season for so doing ” 
(Ellicott). Compare Dan. ii. 8: ‘I know that ye would gain the time,” ‘‘i.e., 
catch the opportunity to escape from difficulty’’ (Barry). 


LIV. Ver. 18. 27 oiv@ weBioxere K.T.A. 


‘Tt is a sensation of avant, a desire to fly. from himself, a craving after some- 
thing which is felt to be out of reach, eager and restless thirst to enjoy some 
happiness and enlargement of heart, that usually leads to intemperance. But 
the Spirit fills Christians and gives them all the elements of cheerfulness and 
peace ; genuine elevation and mental freedom ; superiority to all depressing 
influences ; and refined and permanent enjoyment. Of course, if they are so 
filled with the Spirit, they feel no appetite for debasing and material stimu- 
lants ” (Eadie). 


LV. Ver. 26. év éjpuare. 


The construction is peculiar, and grammatical difficulties appear to what- 
ever of the three words this clause be attached, the separation from the ayiaoy 
being a great objection to Meyer’s view. May not the true solution be indi- 
cated by the incidental remark of Ellicott that it belongs ‘‘to the whole 
expression ”? Developing this still further, the idea would become ‘‘that he 
might sanctify it, having cleansed it by the word ; for the means of this cleans- 
ing was by a washing of water, in accordance with and in virtue of the word.”’ 
‘Ep pyuarts, if it be joined with «a6apicac or with Tw Aovtpw tov bdaToc, Means 
in virtue of a word, viz., of the word of salvation preached, év being taken as in 
Acts iv. 7, 9,10... This xa6., etc., possesses its distinctive power and force 
because it takes place in virtue of a word, and év p. serves only to complete the 
thought, the description of baptism. Hence the omission of the article ”’ 
(Cremer’s Lexicon, p. 267). Philippi (v. 1, 197) also calls attention to the 
fact that the omission of the article before the /juaze ‘‘ marks the close, insep- 
arable connection between the Aouvrpdv bdaroc and the pia.” Accedit verbum ad 
elementum et fit sacramentum (Augustine). ‘‘It is not the water that produces 
these effects, but the word of God which accompanies and is connected with 
the water, and our faith which relies on the word of God connected with the 
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water’ (Luther, Small Catechism, iv. 3). ‘If the word be taken away, the 
water is the same as that with which the servant cooks” (Luther, Large Cate- 
chism, p. 464). 

Ellicott defines pjua as ‘the gospel,” i.e, «the word of God preached and 
taught preliminary to baptism,” a view which is perfectly consistent with the 
word of divine institution and promise, since the entire gospel is epitomized 
therein. 


LVI, Ver. 30. 612 uéAn éopév x.7.A, 


While any direct allusion to the Lord’s Supper must be rejected, nevertheless, 
as in John vi., a principle is here presented which finds its highest realization 
in that encrament: 


CHAP. VI. O27 


CHAPTER VI. 


Ver. 1. After judy Elz. Scholz, Tisch, have év «vpiw, in opposition to B D* F G, 
It. Marcion, Cyril, Cypr. Ambrosiast. Rejected by Mill, suspected by Griesb., 
deleted by Lachm. and Riick., but defended (on the ground of Col. iii. 20) by 
Harless and Reiche. The latter with justice ; since the witnesses who omit do 
not preponderate, and since for the purpose of a gloss not év xupiw but d¢ ro 
kupi@ (v. 22) would have suggested itself. If, however, év kvpiw had been added 
from Col. J.c., it would have been brought in after décacov. — Ver. 5. toi¢ kupiouc 
kata odpxa] Lachm. [Tisch. Treg. West. and Hort] and Riick.: roi¢ xara odpxa 
kvpio.w, following A B 8, min. Clem, Dam. Theophyl. From Col. iii. 22.—Ver. 
6. The article before Xpcorov is, with Lachm. and Tisch. [West. and Hort], in 
accordance with preponderating testimony, to be deleted. — Ver. 7. &c, which 
is wanting with Elz., is decidedly attested. — Ver. 8. 6 édv ru éxaotoc] Lachm. 
[Treg.] and Riick. have &aoro¢ 6 éav, which was also recommended by Griesb., 
following A DE FG, min. Vulg. It. Bas. Dam. Other variations are, éxaoro¢ 
édv Tu (B), édv rouge. Exaotog (N*), édv Te TOL. Ex, (N**), 6 Edy Tie Exaoroc (1, 27, 32, 
al.), dv tt &xaor. (46, 115, al., Theoph. ms.), éav tug ékaor. (62, 197, al.), Edv Tuc 
(or tT) dvOpwroc (Chrys. in Comment.). The best attested reading is accordingly 
&xaotoc 6 éav. But if this had been the original one, it would not be at all easy to 
see how it could have given rise to variations, and specially to the introducing 
ofthe 7. The Recepta, on the other hand (again adopted by Tisch.), became very 
easily the source of the other readings, if the copyist passed over from OTI at 
once to the subsequent TI. Thus arose the corruption 671 ékaoto¢ Toijon K.T.A., 
and thence, by means of different ways of restoring what had been omitted, 
were formed the variations, in which case dvy@pwroc¢ came in instead of éxaoro¢ 
as a gloss, designed to indicate the general sense of éacroc.—xopueitar] A B D* 
FG &* Petr. alex.: xouicera:.! So Lachm. Tisch. [Treg. West. and Hort], Rick. 
In Col. iii. 25, likewise, these two forms are found side by side in the critical 
witnesses. Nevertheless here, as there, xouwicera: is more strongly attested, and 
hence to be preferred. xoweirae may have originated in a reminiscence of 
1 Pet. v. 4. — Ver. 9. sudv airév] many variations, among which avrov x. dudav (so 
Lachm, Tisch. [Treg. West. and Hort], Riick. and Harless; recommended also by 
Griesb.) is that most strongly attested, namely, by A B D* min. Arm. Vulg. Goth. 
Copt. Clem. Pet. Chrys. (alicubi) Damasc. Jer. Aug. Pel. Rightly. The men- 
tion of the slaves (airév) appeared here partly in itself, partly from a comparison 
with Col. iv. 1, not relevant; hence the Recepta (anew defended by Reiche) 
juov av7ov, in which case abréy applies to the masters, just as abrov tuov in 
EF G, and merely su6v in 17. Others, leaving the «ai standing, at least prefixed 
juav (L, min. Syr. p. Fathers : duov cat adrov). * testifies in favor of Lach- 
mann’s reading by éavrdv kad sucv, whereas 8**, like the others, has regarded 


1 A reads KOMIZETE, and thus testifies indirectly in favor of kopicera, 
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the prefixing of judv (thus dy. «. éavr.) as necessary. — Ver. 10. 7d Aourdv] Lachm, 
Tisch. Treg. West. and Hort. and Riick. read roi Aourov, following AB &* 17, 738, 
118, Cyril, Procop. Dam. Thus at least not preponderantly supported. In 
favor, however, of 76 Aourév, testifies also the reading dvvayovobe, which is found 
in B17, instead of the following évdvvayovcbe, and probably has arisen from 
the confounding on the part of the copyist of the N in Ao:rév with the N in 
ENovvapovo$e. Since, moreover, 76 Aoirév better accords with the sense than 
rob Aourov (see on Gal. vi. 17), I hold the latter to be a mechanical repetition 
from Gal. l.c. — The following ddeA@oi wov is wanting in BD E &* Aeth. Arm. 
Clar. Germ. Goth. Cyril, Damasc. Lucifer, Ambrosiast. Jerome ; while in, A! F 
G, codd. Ital. Syr. p. Vulg. Theodoret, only wov is wanting. adeAgoi pov, which 
Griesb. also holds suspected, and Lachm. Tisch. Riick. [West. and Hort], have 
deleted, is an addition from Phil. iii. 1, iv. 8 ; 2 Thess. iii. 1 ; 2 Cor. xiii. 11. And 
this addition, too, tells in favor of the originality of ro Aoszév. — Ver. 12. qyiv] 

B D* FG, 52, 115, Syr. Ar. pol. Slav. ant. It. Goth. Lucif. Ambrosiast. : ipiv. 
Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Riick. But how naturally 
would jpiv suggest itself to the copyists, inasmuch as the whole context speaks in 
the second person !—rov oxérove tovTov] Elz. has tov ox. Tov aidvoc tobrov, in op- 
position to decisive witnesses. Expansion by way of gloss. — Ver. 16. émi mdow] 
Lachm. [West. and Hort] reads év xdovv, for which more current expression, 
however, only B &, min. Vulg. It. and some Fathers testify, and several vss. are 
doubtful. — rd before rervp. is wanting, indeed, in BD* FG, and is deleted by 
Lachm., but was easily regarded as superfluous and thus passed over. — Ver. 
17. défac6e] is wanting in D* F G, codd. It. and various Fathers, while A D*** 
K Land min. read dééao6ai (so Matth.), and Arm. places défaofe before T)v wepiked. 
Suspected by Griesb. But if no verb had stood, and a gloss had been supplied, 
we should most naturally expect dvaAdGete to be added. In consideration, 
however, of the seeming redundancy, it is much more likely that the omission 
was made. The infinitive has come in after the preceding o@éca:. — Ver. 18. 
ait Tovro] A B &, min. Basil, Chrys. (in commentary) Damasc. have only avré ; 
D* F G have airév, and Latins in illum or in illo s. ipso, which readings likewise 
tell in favor of the simple airé. With reason (in opposition to Reiche) rovro is dis- 
approved by Griesb., and rejected by Lachm. Tisch. [Treg., West. and Hort] and 
Rick. An exegetical, more precise definition in accordance with Paul’s practice 
elsewhere. — Ver. 19. 6067] Elz. has dofein, in opposition to decisive testimony. 
Perhaps occasioned by a mere repetition of the H in copying. — Ver. 21. eidfre 
kai dpeic] Lachm. and Riick. read kaitueic eidjte. SoA DEFG 8, min. Vulg. 
It. Theodoret, Lat. Fathers. In what follows Lachm. and Riick. [West. and 
Hort] place yvupice before iyiv, following BDEFG ®&, min. It. Goth. Ambrosi- 
ast. The latter from Col. iv. 7. And the former is to be explained from the cir- 
cumstance that «ai jueic was, through inattention to the reference of the xai, 
omitted as superfluous (so still in cod. 17), and was thereupon reintroduced 
according to the order of the words which primarily suggested itself, by which 
means it came before eidjre. 


ConTENTSs.—How the children (vv. 1-8), the fathers (ver. 4), the slaves 
(vv. 5-8), and the masters (ver. 9) are to demean themselves. Concluding 
exhortation to the acquiring of Christian strength, for which purpose the 


1A has adeAgot only after evdvvamotcde, 
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readers are to put on the whole armor of God, and thus armed to stand forth, 
in order victoriously to sustain the conflict with the diabolic powers (vv. 
10-17) ; in connection with which they are ever to apply themselves to 
prayer, and to make intercession for all Christians, and, in particular, for 
the apostle (vv. 18-20). Sending of Tychicus (vv. 21, 22). Concluding 
wishes (vv. 23, 24). 

Ver. 1. ’Ev xvpiv] characterizes the obedience as Christian, the activity of 
which moves 7 Christ, with whom the Christian withal stands in commun- 
ion of life. The reference to God’ is already refuted by the very éy 468» 
Xpcorod, iv. 21, placed at the head of all these precepts, as also by the stand- 
ing formula itself (comp. Col. iii. 20). — dixator] right, 7.¢., kara tov Tov Oso 
véuov, ‘according to God’s law,” Theodoret. Comp. Col. iv. 1; Phil. i. 7, 
iv. 8 ; 2 Thess. i. 6 ; Luke xii. 57.—In favor of infant baptism, i.e., in favor of 
the view that the children of Christians were as early as that time baptized, 
nothing at all follows from the exhortation of the apostle to the children.” 
The children of Christians were, through their fellowship of life with their 
Christian parents, even without baptism dyco (see on 1 Cor. vii. 14 ; Acts xvi. 
15), and had to render to their parents obedience év xvpiv. [See Note LVIL., 
p. 557. ] 

Ver. 2. The frame of mind towards the parents, from which the traxotew 
just demanded of the children must proceed, is the rywav. Hence Paul con- 
tinues, and that in the express hallowed words of the fourth commandment : 
Tiva Tov matépa cov K.T.A. (Ex. xx. 12; Deut. v. 16). And as he had before 
subjoined the general motive of morality rovro yap éori dixavov, so he 
now subjoins the particular incitement ric éorw évtoAy mpdtn év érayyed., 
so that the relation as well of the two precepts themselves, as of their motives, 
vv. 1, 2, is climactic, and 7ric . . . éxayyedia can by no means be a paren- 
thesis.? — jric| utpote quae, ‘since it is,” specifies a reason. See on iii. 13. 
— évroay rpoty év erayyer.| The article is not necessary with the rpér7, which 
is in itself defining, or with the ordinal numbers generally.4 Comp. Acts 
xvi. 12; Phil. i. 12, al. And the statement that the commandment jirst as 
to number in the Decalogue hasa promise, is not inconsistent with the facts, 
since the promise, Ex. xx. 6, Deut. v. 10, is a general one, having reference 
to the commandments as a whole. Just as little is it to be objected that no 
further commandment with a promise follows in the Decalogue ; for Paul says 
xpaty, having before his mind not only the Decalogue, but also the entire 
series of all the divine precepts, which begins with the Decalogue. Among the 
commandments, which God has given at the time of the Mosaic legislation 
and in all the subsequent period, the commandment : ‘‘ Honor father and 
mother,” is the first which is given with a promise. The apparent objection 
is thus removed in a simple manner by our taking évr0A4 as divine command- 
ment in general, and not restricting it to the sense ‘‘commandment in the 


1“ Praeter naturaelegem. . . Det quoque 2TIn opposition to Hofmann, Schrifibew. 
auctoritate sancitum docent,” “In addi- II. 2, p. 192. 
tion to the law of nature, they teach that 3 Griesbach, Riickert, and others. 


which is established by the authority of 4 Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 35. 
God,” Calvin ; comp. Wolf. : 
34 


a 
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Decalogue.” If Paul had had merely the Decalogue in mind, he must have 
written : the only commandment.’ For the assumption that ‘‘it is the first, 
not with regard to those which follow, but to those which have preceded,”? 
would not even be necessarily resorted to, if it were really established— 
which, however, is assumed entirely without proof—that Paul had taken 
into account merely the ten commandments, seeing that he and every one of 
his readers knew that no other commandment of the ten had a promise. 
From the arbitrary presupposition, that merely the Decalogue was taken into 
account, it followed of necessity in the case of other expositors, either that 
they restricted évtoay simply to the commandments of the second table,* in 
connection with which Holzhausen even maintained that évroA4 never denotes 
a commandment in reference to God (see Matt. xxii. 36, 38 ; Mark xii. 28) ; 
or else that they tampered with the numerical sense of mpér7, and made out 
of it a very important, a chief commandment. What a feeble motive would 
thus result ! and xpéry would in fact mean the most important, which, how- 
ever, the fourth commandment is not (Matt. xxii. 38; Rom. xiii. 9, 10 ; 
Gal. v.14). Further, the proposal of Erasmus, that rpéry év éxayye2. should 
be held to apply to the definite promise of ver. 3, mention of which jirst 
occurs in the fourth commandment, is not worthy of attention,® but errone- 
ous ; because the same promise occurs after the fourth commandment only 
with a general reference to the commandments as a whole (Deut. v. 33, vi. 2), 
as it has also occurred even before the fourth commandment in such a gen- 
eral form (Deut. iv. 40) ; and because, besides, érayy. could not but have 
the article. — év érayyeA.| is to be closely attached to zxpéry, as expressing 
that, wherein this commandment is the first, the point in which the predi- 
cate pertains to it. Comp. Diodor. xiii. 37 : éy dé evyeveia Kal TA0bTW TpHToC, 
‘‘the first in nobility and richness,” Soph. O. R. 33: rpéro¢ év cvudopaic, 
‘the first in results.” In point of promise it is the first (ob rH ra&ev, ‘‘ not in 
order,” Chrysostom). 

Ver. 3. After Paul has just said : ‘‘the first commandment with promise,” 
he now adduces the definite promise, on account of which this predicate 
pertains to that commandment, and that according to the LXX. of Ex. xx. 
12, Deut. v. 16, with immaterial variation (LXX. : kai iva paxpoyp. yévy éni 
t. y.), and with omission of the more precise designation of Palestine, 
which in the LXX. follows after yjc. This omission, however, was not 
occasioned by the circumstance that the promise was to bear upon long life 


1 According to Bleek, Paul had not at the 
moment the form of the following com- 
mandments of the Decalogue definitely 
before his mind. But with such inadvert- 
ence no one is less to be charged than 
Paul. 

2 Harless. 

3 In opposition to this, Erasmus aptly re- 
marks: ‘‘ Haec distinctio non est fundata 
in s. literis, sed est commentum recentio- 
rum theologorum,” “This distinction is 
not grounded in the Holy Scriptures, but is 
a fiction of more recent theologians.” In 


general it is to be observed that, according 
to Philo and Josephus, each of the two 
tables contained jive commandments, not, 
as Augustine (whom Luther followed) sup- 
posed, the first ¢hvee, and the second seven, 
—and thus two sacred numbers, in which 
ease, moreover, there was found in the 
first table a reference to the Trinity. Am- 
brosiaster, Zachariae, Michaelis, the latter 
misconstruing the absence of the article 
before évroA mpaty as favoring his view. 

* Koppe, Morus, Flatt, Matthies, Meier, 

5 Harless. 
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in general,' in which case, indeed, éxi r7¢ ye might also have been left out ; 
but Paul could so fully presuppose acquaintance with the complete words 
of the promise, that with the mere éx) rjc yj¢ enough was said to preclude 
any misunderstanding which should depart from the original sense : in the 
land, 7.e., Palestine. So, namely, in accordance with the sense of the 
original text well known to the readers, éri ric yfe is to be understood, not 
as ‘‘upon earth ;” for the promise is here adduced historically. Hence its 
original sense is not at all to be altered or spiritualized, or to be taken con- 
ditionally, as e.g. was done by Zanchius : if the promise is not fulfilled sim- 
pliciter, ‘‘ absolutely,” yet it is fulfilled commutatione in majus, ‘“‘by a 
change to what is greater ;” or by Calovius: ‘‘ Promissiones temporales 
cum conditione intelligendae, quantum sc. temporalia illa nobis salutaria fore 
Deus censuerit,” ‘‘ Temporal promises must be understood conditionally, 
viz., so far as God regarded that these temporal matters would be salutary 
to us ;” comp. also Estius, who at the same time remarks? that the land of 
Canaan prefigures the kingdom of heaven (comp. Matt. v. 5), and the long 
life everlasting blessedness. Nor is it to be said, with Bengel, Morus, 
Stolz, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and Harless, that the earthly blessing is promised 
not to the indiwidual, but to the people. For in the summons ‘‘thow shalt ” 
in the Decalogue, although the latter on the whole (as a whole) is directed 
to the people, the individual is withal addressed, as is evident from the very 
commandments in which the neighbor is mentioned, and as is the view 
underlying all the N. T. citations from the Decalogue-law, Matt. xv. 4, v. 
21, 27; Rom. vii. 7, xiii. 9. — eb oo yévyra] Comp. Gen. xii. 18 ; Deut. iv. 
40 ; Ecclus. i. 18. A Greek would employ ed rdoyew, eb mpdrrev, or the 
like, or even aya6d oo yévnta. — kai éon k.7.A.] is regarded by Winer, p. 258, 
and de Wette,* not as dependent upon iva, but as a direct continuation of 
the discourse. But this expedient is unnecessary, inasmuch as iva with the 
future actually occurs in the case of Paul (see on 1 Cor. ix. 18 ; Gal. ii. 4) ; 
and is, moreover, here out of place, since there is not any direct continua- 
tion of the discourse in those passages of the O. T., the sense of which Paul 
reproduces. At Rev. xxii. 14 also the future and subjunctive are inter- 
changed after iva, as also in classical writers the same variation after érw¢ is 
well known.‘ And how aptly do the two modes of construction here suit 
the sense, so that yévyta: expresses the pure becoming realized, and éon 
paxpoxpov. the certain emergence and continued subsistence.° The change is a 
logical climax. 

Ver. 4. The duty of fathers, negative and positive. — kai oi rartépec| and ye 
fathers, so that cai quickly subjoins. Comp. ver. 9. Paul does not address 
the mothers, not because he is thinking of the training of grown-up children, ® 
nor on account of an Oriental depreciation of the mothers,’ in opposition to 


1 Calyin, Koppe, Rickert, Matthies, Bremi, in Schaef. Appar. ad Dem. I. p. 277; 


Schenkel, and many. Ellendt, Zex. Soph. Il. p. 3385 f. ; Buttmann, 
2So again typically Olshausen, comp. Neutest. Gramm. p. 184 [E. T. 213]. 
Baumgarten-Crusius. 5 Kiihner, II. p. 491. 
3 Comp. already Erasmus. 6 So quite arbitrarily Olshausen. 


4 See on the erroneous canon Dawesianus, 7 Rickert. 
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which view—even apart from passages like Prov. xiv. 1, xxxi. 10 ff.—the 
whole teaching of the apostle concerning the relation of husband and wife 
in marriage (v. 25 ff.) is decisive ; but because the husband, as the head of 
the wife, has, even in the bringing up of children the rule, and the wives 
join in prosecuting the work of training troracodpevar Toig idiowg avdpacw 
(v. 22 ff.).— pH mapopyifere] by injustice, harshness, hastiness of temper, 
undue severity, and the like, whereby the children are irritated against the 
fathers ; at Col. iii. 21 there is subjoined as motive iva py abupdow. — éxrpé- 
gete| not asat v. 29, but of the bringing up, and that on its moral side. 
Prov. xxiii. 24; 1 Macc. vi. 15,55; Plato, Gorg. p. 471 C ; Polyb. vi. 6. 
2.1 — év ravdela kai vovlecia xupiov] év denotes the regulative element, in which 
the training is to take place.? Hence : in the Lord’s training and correction. 
raeia is the general term, the training of children asa whole, and vovbecia 
is the special one, the veproof aiming at amendment, whether this admoni- 
tion take place by means of words? or of actual punishments.* See Gellius, 
vi. 14 ; Kypke, Obss. ad 1 Thess. v.14. With regard to the form, in place 
of which the better Greek has vovbérnouc, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 512. 
[See Note LVIIL., p. 557.] «vpéov means neither to the Lord,* nor according 
to the doctrine of Christ,® nor worthily of the Lord,’ or the like ; but it is the 
subjective genitive, so that the Lord Himself is conceived as exercising the 
training and reproof, in so far, namely, as Christ by His Spirit impels and 
governs the fathers therein.* Riickert is unable to come to a decision, and 
doubts whether Paul himself had a distinct idea before his mind. 

Ver. 5. On vv. 5-9, comp. Col. ili. 22-iv. 1. — Here, too, there is doubt- 
less no approval, but at the same time no disapproval of the existing slavery 
in itself, which—in accordance with the apostolic view of a Christian’s 
position (Gal. iii. 28; 1 Cor. vii. 22 ; comp. Tit. ii. 9 f.; 1 Pet. ii. 18)— 
like every other outward relation of life, ought not to affect spiritual free- 
dom and Christian unity ; hence at 1 Cor. vii. 21 it is expressly prescribed 
that the slave is to remain in his position,’ as, indeed, Paul even sent back 
Onesimus after his conversion to his master, without requiring of the latter 
his manumission. — roi¢ kupiowg kata odpxa] to those, who in a merely human 


1 See Wyttenbach, ad Plut. de educ. p. 66 ; 
Lennep, ad Phalar. p. 350 0. 

2 Comp. Polyb. i. 65.7: trav ev madelats x. 
vomots K, ToALTLKOLs EOectY exTeOpaupevor, ‘ Of 
those brought up in the training and laws 
and political customs.”’ 

3 vouderixot Adyor, Xen. Mem. i. 2. 21. 

4oi mév paBdor vovderovor k.7.A., 
Quaest. Rom. ®. 283. 

5 Luther. 

6 Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, Menochius, 
Estius, Zachariae, Koppe, Morus, Rosen- 
miiller, Bisping, and others, including Holz- 
hausen, who, however, takes kup. of God. 

7 Matthies. 

8Comp. Soph. Hlectr. 385: amavra yap cor 
Tana voudernuata Keivns SidaxTa, Kovdev éx 


Plut. 


oavTns A€éyets, “For all the admonitions given - 


by you to me are of her teaching; you 
speak nothing of yourself.” 

® Comp. Ignat. ad Polyc. 4; Constitt. Apost. 
iv. 12, vii. 13; viii. 82, 2 f. 

10 The reforming efficacy of the gospel ad- 
dresses itself to knowledge and feeling, 
out of which, and so out of the inner life of 
faith, the alterations of the outward forms 
and relations of life gradually take shape 
with moral necessity by way of conse- 
quence ; as history, too, has shown, which, 
when it has déveloped itself in a revolution- 
ary manner, has either violently precipi- 
tated, or forsaken, or inverted that course, 
or else in its necessary development has 
encountered such hindrances as disowned 
the influence of this necessary develop- 
ment, and yet could not arrest it. ‘* Civi- 
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relation are your rulers, 7.¢., your human masters, whose slaves you are as re- 
gards outward temporal position in life, by way of distinction from the 
higher divine master, Christ ; hence also roic kup. x. o. stands without repe- 
tition of the article, combined into one idea ; comp. on ii. 11. As Paul im- 
mediately after makes mention of the higher master Christ (é¢ + Xpuor), 
it was very natural for him, in view of the twofold and very diverse rela- 
tion of masters which was now present to his mind, to add xara cdpxa, in 
the use of which any special set purpose cannot be made good. This in op- 
position to Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, who find in it a 
consolatory allusion to the deororeia rpdoxacpoc, ‘‘ temporary mastership ;” in 
opposition to Calvin, who supposes a softening of the relation to be con- 
veyed in this expression, as being one that leaves the spiritual freedom un- 
touched ;* and in opposition to Harless, who finds in the predicate the 
thought that, although in another domain they are free, yet in earthly re- 
lations they had masters. — vera ¢6Bov x. tpdu.] i.e., with that zeal, which is 
ever keenly apprehensive of not doing enough. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 3 ; 
2 Cor. vii. 15 ; Phil. ii. 12. —év awAédryre tij¢ xapd. tu.] State of heart, in 
which the obedience with fear and trembling is to take place ; it is to be no 
hypocritical one, in which we are otherwise minded than we outwardly seem, 
but an upright, inwardly true one, without duplicity of disposition and act. 
Comp. Rom. xii. 8 ; 2 Cor. viii. 2, ix. 11; Jas. i. 5. In Philo joined with 
akxakia.2 Oecumenius well observes : év yap Kai wed o6Bov x. Tpduov SovAeberv, 
GAN ovK && evvoiac aAAG kaxobpywc, ‘‘for it is possible to serve with fear and 
trembling, and yet not with good will, but malevolently.” —6é¢ 76 Xpuoro} 
as to Christ, so that you regard your obedience to your masters as rendered 
to Christ (comp. v. 22).* See ver. 6. An allusion to reward * is imported. 
Vv. 6, 7. The év axdéryte . . . Xpor@ just spoken of is now more pre- 
cisely described. — u7 kar’ o¢0aApu. dc avOp.| not after an eye-serving manner as 
men-pleasers. The word o¢@adpodovasia occurs nowhere else than heré and 
Col. iii. 3, but its meaning is, from its composition, clear.° It is the service 
which is rendered to the eyes of the master, but in which the aim is merely 
to acquire the semblance of fidelity, inasmuch as one makes himself thus 
noticeable when seen by the master, but is in reality not such, acting, on 
the contrary, otherwise when his back is turned.* — av6purdpeckor] Comp. 


Ps. liii. 5 ; Psalt, Sal. iv. 8. 10, in Fabric, ;’ and see Lobeck,® 


tates malis studiis malisque doctrinis re- 
pente evertuntur,” ‘“ States are suddenly 
overthrown by wicked desires and wicked 
doctrines,” Cic. Leg. ii. 15.39. It is not, 
however, to be overlooked that by the 
apostle’s mode of regarding the relation of 
freedom and slavery which he found exist- 
ing, the slavery introduced by Christians, 
the enslaving of free men, the slave trade, 
etc., are by no means justified—rather are 
these things impossible, where the knowl- 
edge and feeling, that spring from evan- 
gelical faith, are the principles which shape 
the life and the forms assumed by it. 


The men 


1 Comp. Beza, Zanchius, Grotius, Flatt, 
and others. 

2 See Loesner, Odss. p. 262. 

3 [as tUmw Oe0d, Teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles, line 104.] 

4 Theodoret. 

5 Comp. opdadpuddSovdAos 
Apost. iv. 12. 2. 

6 Theodoret : thy ovK é& eiAckprvods Kapdias 
mpoopepomevny Sepamciav, adAAG TO TXHMATL KE- 
xpwonevnv,’’ ‘the service rendered not from 
a pure heart, but adopting the semblance.” 

7 Cod. Pseud. i. p. 929. 

8 Ad Phryn. p. 621, 


in the Constitt. 
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whom such slaves endeavor to please are just their masters, and the fault of 
this behavior lies in the fact that such endeavor is not conditioned by the 
higher point of view of serving Christ and doing the will of God, but has as 
its aim simply human approbation. Even of slaves Matt. vi. 24 holds good. 
Comp. Gal. i. 10.— aA be dovAor Xpiotov, movodvtes TO GéAnua Tov Oeov éx 
woync| but as slaves of Christ, in that ye do the will of God from the heart. 
The contrast lies in dotios Xpiotov (comp. ver. 7), and roovytec x.T.A. 18 a 
modal definition of this their service, whereupon there follows in ver. 7 
yet a second modal definition. Now to be a slave of Christ and not to do 
the will of God, and that indeed ex animo (from a genuine impulse of the 
soul), would be a contradiction, seeing that God is the Father of Christ, 
has sent Christ, and is the Head of Christ (1 Cor. xi. 3, ili. 23). According 
to Riickert, &¢ dotAos Xpiorov is subordinate, and ro.ovvtec tr. 062. T. Oeov Ek 
wuxn¢ forms the contrast : ‘‘but doing as Christ’s servants the will of God 
from the heart.” But after avOpwrdpeckor, comp. with ver. 5, this subordina- 
tion of d¢ dovAo Xp. is altogether arbitrary and opposed to the context. éx 
wuyxyeisno doubt attached to what follows by Syriac, Chrysostom, Jerome, 
Bengel, Koppe, Knapp, Lachmann, Harless, de Wette ; but per’ evvoiac,? 
since it expresses the well-meaning disposition, already in fact includes in 
itself the sense of é« wuy7e ;? and it is arbitrary to assume, with Harless, that 
éx w. expresses the relation of the true servant to his service, and per’ evvoiac 
his relation to his master. — d¢ 7 kvpiw] 8.c. dovaAetovtec, as to the Lord, the 
true mode of regarding his service as rendered to Christ. —xai ovk av§p. | 
Comp. on Gal. i. 1. 

Ver. 8. Eidérec] Incitement to the mode of service demanded, vv. 5-7 : 
since ye know that whatever good thing each one shall have done, he shall bear off 
this (the good done) from the Lord, whether he be slave or free. —6 éav tt 
éxaotoc] éav in the relative clause with the subjunctive instead of dv,* and ré 
separated from 6¢.4—rovro xou.| Expression of entirely adequate recompense. 
See on 2 Cor. v. 10.— rapa xvpiov] from Christ, at the judgment. — elite 
Sovdoc, eite eAebd.] édevEe TH Tapdvte Biw weTapiouévyy TV dovAsiav Kal deororeiar, 
peta O& ye thy évtevev éxdnuiav ovK Ete dovAsiacg Kal deororelac, GAN apeThe Kat 
Kaxiac éoouévnv diagopav, ‘‘ He showed the servitude and mastership obtaining 
in the present life, but after the departure hence, the difference to be no 
longer between servitude and mastership, but between virtue and wicked- 
ness,” Theodoret. It is evident, we may add, from our passage that Paul 
did not think of a ceasing of slavery among Christians before the Parousia, 
—a view which was very naturally connected with the conception of the 
nearness of the latter, which did not admit of his looking forth upon the 
development of centuries. 

Ver. 9. Kai oi kbps] like kai of rarépec, ver. 4. —rd aird] the same. The 
master, namely, who treats his servants er’ evvoiac, does essentially (meas- 


1 Comp. Xen. ec. xii. 5. 7. 3 Buttmann, neut. Gramm. p. 68 [E. T. 
2 Kx animi sententia, Col. iii. 23; Mark xii. 92). 
30, 33; Luke x. 27; Joseph. Antt. xvii. 6.3; * As in Plato, Legg. ix. p. 864 E: iv av twa 


Xen. Anabd. vii. 7.43; Nicarch. epigr. 2; kataBrawn, Lys. p. 160: ds av tis tpas ed 
Theocr. Jdy/ll. iii. 35. oly. 
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ured by the disposition as the inner essence of the act) the same thing 
towards the slaves as the slave serving jer’ eivoiac does towards his master. — 
aviévteg tiv anetA.] Negative modal definition of the ra aird roveite mpoc 
avrot¢, especially to be laid to heart in the circumstances by the masters. 
By avcévrec may be denoted either the abating, or the entire leaving off, 
giving up, of the threatening. In the former sense (Wisd. xvi. 24) it has 
been taken by Erasmus,’ Vatablus, Zeger ; but certainly the latter sense 
alone? is appropriate to the ra. airad moveire ; especially astyv amecagr (with 
the article) denotes not threatening in general, but the threatening, namely, 
‘‘quemadmodum vulgus dominorum solet,” ‘‘as the common crowd of 
masters is wont.” ®— eidérec] specifying a motive, as in ver. 8. Comp. Col. 
iv. 1 ; Barnab. 19 ; Constitt. ap. vii. 18. Inasmuch, namely, as they know 
that He, who is Lord as well of the slaves as of the masters (kai abrév xal 
tuov, see the critical remarks), is in heaven (the exalted Christ), and with 
Him is no partiality, so that He gives to the master as such no preference 
over the slave as such : how should they not cease to comport themselves 
with their threatening, as though Christ were not the Lord of both in 
heaven—in heaven, whence at the judgment He will, without partiality, 
alike sustain the injured rights of the slaves, and punish the unchristian 
threatening of the masters, which, instead of operating by moral means, 
only terrifies by rude authority. Comp. Seneca, Thyest. 607 : 


‘*Vos, quibus rector maris atque terrae 
Jus dedit magnum necis atque vitae 
Ponite infiatos tumidosque vultus. 
Quicquid a vobis minor extimescit, 
Major hoc vobis dominus minatur ; 
Omne sub regno graviore regnum est.”’ 


“‘Ye, to whom the ruler of sea and earth has entrusted the great right of 
life and death, dismiss your elated and arrogant looks, Whatever an in- 
ferior dreads from you, that a master greater than you threatens, Every 
sovereignty is beneath a sovereignty still more severe.” As to the notion of 
rposwroaAnwia, see on Gal. ii. 6. 

Ver. 10.4 After this special table of domestic duties laid down since v. 21, 
now follows, in a full energetic effusion down to ver. 20, a general final ev- 
hortation, winding up the whole paraenetic portion of the Epistle (iv. 1 
ff.). — 1d Aourdv] as concerns the rest, namely, what you have still to do in 
addition to what has been hitherto mentioned. Comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 
Phil. iii. 1, iv. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 1; 2 Thess. iii. 1. — évdvvapovode év kupiy} 
denotes the Christian strengthening, which cannot subsist outside of Christ, 
but only in Him as the life-element of the Christian (Phil. iv. 13). As to 
évdvvapove daz, to become strong, gain strength, which is not a middle,° 
see on Rom. iv. 20. — kai év rg Kpdree tHe tcyboc avtov] and by means of the 
might of His strength, which might, namely, must produce the strengthening 


1 ** Minus feroces minusque minabundi,” 4On vv. 10-17, see Winzer, Leipz. Pfingst- 
“less fierce and less threatening.”’ programm, 1840, 
2 Comp. Thucyd. iii. 10.2: €x@pav avévras. 5“ Corroborate vos,”’ ‘‘ strengthen your- 


3 Erasmus, Paraphr. selves,” Piscator. 
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in you. As to the respective notions, see oni. 19. The «ai is not explica- 
tive, but annexes to the element, in which the strengthening is to take 
place, the effective principle of it (2 Cor. xii. 9). ‘‘ Domini virtus nostra 
est,” ‘‘ The Lord’s power is ours,” Bengel. 

Ver. 11. What they are to do in order to become thus strong, in connec- 
tion with which the figurative discourse represents the readers as warriors 
(comp. 2 Cor. x. 4; 1 Thess. v. 8; Rom. vi. 13, 23, xiii. 12; 1 Tim. i. 18, 
vi. 12; 2 Tim. iv. 7). The more familiar, however, this figure was to the 
apostle, the more freely and independently is it here carried out, although’ 
a reminiscence of Isa. lix. 17° underlies it.2— tv ravordiay tov Oeov] tiv 
navora, has the emphasis. In the very fact that not merely single pieces of 
the armor,‘ but the whole armor of God is put on,° resides the capacity of 
resistance to the devil. If rot Oecd had the emphasis,® there must have 
been a contrast to other spiritual weapons (for that no material, actual 
weapons were meant, was self-evident). Rightly, therefore, have most 
expositors kept by the literal meaning of tavomiia, complete suit of armor 
of the heavy-armed soldier, érAiryc ;’ and the assertion® that it here is equiv- 
alent generally to armatura [i.e., the armor, but not the arms],° is arbitrary 
and contrary to linguistic usage ; even in Judith xiv. 3, 2 Macc. ili. 25, the 
notion of the complete equipment is to be adhered to.” According to 
Polybius, vi. 23, 2 ff., there belong to the Roman ravoriia shield, sword, 
greaves, spear, breastplate, helmet. But the circumstance that in the de- 
tailed carrying out of the figure, ver. 13 ff., not a// these parts are mentioned 
(the spear is wanting), and withal some portions are brought in (girdle, 
military sandals) which did not belong exclusively to the equipment of the 
heavy-armed soldier, but to military equipment in general, can, least of all 
in the case of Paul, occasion surprise or betray a special set purpose. 
Whether, we may add, the apostle thought of a Jewish or a Roman warrior 
is, doubtless, substantially in itself a matter of indifference, since the kinds 
of armor in the two cases were in general the same;!! but the latter supposi- 
tion is the most natural, inasmuch as the Roman soldiery wielded the power 
in all the provinces, Paul himself was surrounded by Roman soldiery, and 
for most Gentile readers in a non-Jewish province the term ravorAia could 


1 Comp. on Tod owrnpiov, ver, 17. 

2Comp. Wisd. v. 17 ff., and thereon 
Grimm, Handb. p. 119 f. 

3 According to de Wette, we have here “a 
playful imitation in detail of 1 Thess. v. 8, 
in which use is made of Isa. lix. 17 (perhaps 
also of Wisd. v. 17 ff.).” An unwarranted 
judgment, inasmuch as Paul himself could 
here carry out more comprehensively his 
figure elsewhere thrown out in only afew 
outlines, and this he has done worthily and 
without attempt at play. An imitator, on 
the other hand, would here have assigned 
no other signification to the pieces of 
armor mentioned 1 Thess. y. 8 than they 
bear in that place. 

‘Luther : harness. 


5 ** Ne quid nobis desit,” ‘* that nothing 
may be lacking to us,”’ Calvin. 

6 Harless. 

7 See Herod. i. 60; Plato, Legg. vii. p. 796 
B; Bos, Zzercitt. p. 192; Ottii Spicileg. 
p. 409. 

5 Recently by Harless. 

® Vulgate, which was justly censured by 
Beza. 

10 Of the manner in which Paul himself 
wore and wielded the mavomAia tod @eod, 
his whole labors and each one of his 
Epistles afford the most brilliant evidence ; 
the latter especially in such outbursts as 
Rom. viii. 31 ff.; 2 Cor. vi. 4 ff., 11, 28 ff. 
Comp. also 2 Cor. x. 4 f. 

11 See Keil, Arch. § 158. 
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not but call up the thought of the Roman soldier. Even though Paul had, 
as we must suppose, the recollection of Isa. lix. 17 when he was employing 
such figurative language, this did not prevent his transferring the prophetic 
reminiscence to the conception of a Roman warrior (in opposition to 
Harless). — rod Ocot] genitivus auctoris, ‘genitive of the author:” the 
mavoraia, which comes from God, which God furnishes. Sense without the 
figure : ‘‘ appropriate to yourselves all the means of defence and offence which 
God bestows, in order to be in a position to withstand the machinations of the 
devil.” — orjvar mpéc] stand one’s ground against ; a military expression in 
keeping with the figure.’ The same thing is implied by or#va: with the 
dative, Hom. fl. xxi. 600. Comp. avrioryte 76 diaBddw, Jas. iv. 7. — rac 
ueOod.| See on iv. 14. The plural denotes the concrete manifestations, 
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 11. Luther aptly renders : the wily assaults.— 
tov daBdAov] ‘‘principis hostium, qui ver. 12 ostenduntur,” ‘‘ the chief of 
the enemies indicated in ver. 12,” Bengel. 

Ver. 12. I am warranted in saying mpdc¢ tac pedod. tov diaBdAov ; for we 
have not the wrestling with feeble men, but we have to contend with the 
diabolié powers. 'Yhis contrast Paul expresses descriptively, and with what 
rhetorical power and swelling fulness! Observe, moreover, that the con- 
flict to which Paul here refers is, according to ver. 18, still future; but it 
is by éorw realized as present. —oix . . . Gada] The negation is not non tam, 
or non tantum, ‘‘not so,” or ‘‘not so much,” ? but absolute ;* since the con- 
flict on the part of our opponents is one excited and waged not by men, but 
by the devilish powers (though these make use of men too as organs of 
their hostility to the kingdom of God).4 — 7 rad] The article denotes gener- 
ically the kind of conflict, which does not take place in the case of the 
Christians (juiv) ; they have not the wrestling with blood and flesh. Nothing 
else, namely, than lucta, a wrestling, is the meaning of the 7dé/7,° a word 
occurring only here in the N. T., and evidently one specially chosen by the 
apostle (who elsewhere employs ayév or nan), with the view of bringing out 
the more strongly in connection with mpc aiua «at cdpx. the contrast between 
this less perilous form of contest and that which follows. Now, as the 
notion of the 747 is not appropriate to the actual conflict of the Christians 
mpoc Tac apyac k.T.A., because it is not in keeping either with the ravorAia in 
general or with its several constituent parts afterwards mentioned ver. 1¢ ff., 
but serves only to express what the Christian conflict is not; after ara 
we have not mentally to supply again 7 7é47, but rather the general notion 
of kindred signification 7 wavy, ‘‘ the battle,” or wayeréov, ‘‘one must fight,” ° 


1 See Kypke, II. p. 301. Comp. Thucyd. git,” ‘‘ Our struggle is not against flesh and 


vy. 104, and Poppo’s note thereon. 

2 Cajetanus, Vatablus, Grotius, and 
others. 

3 Winer, p. 439 ff, 

4 Comp. already Augustine, De verbo 
Dom. 8: ‘‘ Non est nobis colluctatio adver- 
sus carnem et sanguinem, i.e., adversus 
homines, quos videtis saevire innos. Vasa 
sunt, alius utitur; organa sunt, alius tan- 


blood, i.¢., against men. They are vessels ; 
another uses them; they are organs, 
another touches them.” 

5 Hom. Jl. xxiii. 635, 700 ff. ; Xen. Mem. iv. 
8. 27; Plat. Legg. vii. 795 D; and Ast, ad 
Legg. p. 378. 

® Comp. Plato, Soph. p. 249 C: mpds ye 
TOUTOY TavTiAdyw maxeréov, “against this one 
must fight with every argument.” 
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as frequently with Greek writers,’ and in the N. T.? we have to derive from 
a preceding special notion an analogous more general one. What we have 
to sustain, Paul would say, is not the (less perilous) wrestling contest with 
blood and flesh, but we have to contend with the powers and authorities, 
etc. We have accordingly neither to say that with ra/7 Paul only lighted 
in passing on another metaphor (my own former view), nor to suppose (the 
usual opinion) that he employed ra/y in the general sense of certamen, which, 
however, is only done in isolated poetic passages,* and hence we have the 
less reason to overlook the designed choice of the expression in our passage, 
or to depart from its proper signification. — rpdc¢ aiua Kai capKa] 7.€., against 
feeble men, just as Gal. i. 16. Only here and Heb. ii. 144 does aiva stand 
first, which, however, is to be regarded as accidental. Matthies ° under- 
stands the lusts and desires having their root in one’s own sensuous individuality ; 
but this idea must have been expressed by rpoc¢ t7v capa alone without aia 
(Gal. v. 17, 24, al.), and is, moreover, at variance with the context, since 
the contrast is not with enemies outside of us, but with superhuman superter- 
restrial enemies. — rpd¢ tac apydc] This, as well as the following zpéc rac 
éEovolac, designates the demons, and that according to their classes (analogous 
to the classes of angels),* of which the apyai seem to be of higher rank than 
the éovcoiac (see on i. 21), in which designation there is at the same time 
given the token of their power, and this their power is then in the two 
following clauses (mpd¢ rove . . . érovpaviow) characterized with regard to 
its sphere and to its ethical quality.’ The exploded views, according to 
which human potentates of different kinds were supposed to be denoted by 
apy., é€ovc. x.T.A., may be seen in Wolf. — rpoc rove koopoxpar. Tow oxér. TobTou| 
1.€., against the rulers of the world, whose domain is the present darkness. The 
oxéroe tovro is the existing, present darkness, which, namely, is charac- 
teristic of the aidv ovroc, and from which only believers are delivered, inas- 
much as they have become @éc¢ év kupiw, téxva Tod gwréc (iv. 8, 9), being 
translated out of the domain opposed to divine truth into the possession of 
the same, and thus becoming themselves d¢ gworipec év xéoum (Phil. ii. 15). 
The reading tov oxérove tod aidvoc totrov is a correct gloss. This pre-Mes- 
sianic darkness is the element adverse to God, in which the sway of the world- 
ruling demons has its essence and operation, and without which their 
dominion would not take place. The devils are called koowokpdropec,® 
because their dominion extends over the whole world, inasmuch as all men 
(the believers alone excepted, ii. 2) are subject to them. Thus Satan is 


1 See Déderlein, de brachyl. in his Reden 
u. Aufs. ii. p. 269 ff. Kriiger, Regist. zu 
Thucyd., p. 318. 

2 Buttmann, Neutest. Gramm. p. 336 [E. T. 
392]. 

3 Lycophr. 124, 1858. 

4 Lachmann, Tischendorf. 

5 So already Prudentius, Jerome, Caje- 
tanus. 

6 “* As every kingdom as such is inwardly 
organized, so also is the kingdom of the evil 
spirits,” Hahn, Zheol. d. N. 7. I. p. 347. 


7 Observe how in our passage every word 
rises up as a witness against all attempts to 
make of the devil a mere abstraction, a 
personified cosmic principle, and the like. 
Beyschlag too, Christol. d. N. T. p. 244 f. 
contests, without, however, at the time 
entering into a detailed argument, the per- 
sonality of Satan, as of the world of angels 
and spirits in general, and regards him as 
the vital principle of matter, the self-seek- 
ing of nature, etc. 

8 Comp. Orph. H. viii, 11, xi. 11. 
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Called 6 Aed¢ rob aldvoc tobrov, 2 Cor. iv. 4, 6 dpywv rod Kéopov Tobrov, John xii. 
31, xvi. 11 (comp. John xiv. 30), and of the world itis said that 6 xéoyo¢ 
droc év TH Lovypy.xeira, 1 John v. 19. The Rabbins, too, adopted the word 
NO pinip, and employed it sometimes of kings, while they also say of the 
angel of death that God has made him xooyoxpdtwp.! Later also the Gnos- 
tics called the devil by this name,’ and in the Testamentum Salomonis? the 
demons say to Solomon : jueic éouev ta Aeydueva ororyeia, of Koopoxpdropec Tov 
kéouov Tobrov, *‘ we are the so-called principles of this world.” The opinion 
that the compound has been weakened into the general signification rulers * 
is not susceptible of proof, and not to be supported by such Rabbinical 
passages as Bresh. rabba, sect. 58 f., 57. 1: ‘‘ Abrahamus persecutus quatuor, 
‘Abraham having persecuted the four,’ koopoxpatopac,”” where xoouoxpat. de- 
notes the category of the kings, and this chosen designation has the aim of 
glorifying. See also, in opposition to this alleged weakening, Shir. R. 3, 
4: ‘The xocowoxpdtopec are three kings : dominates ab extremitate mundi ad 
extremitatem ejus, Nebucadnezar, Evilmerodach, Belsazar,” ‘‘ ruling from 
one extremity of the world to the other, Nebuchadnezar, Evilmerodach, 
Belsazar.” —mpd¢ ta rvevuatixa tri¢ movnplac| against the spirit-hosts of wick- 
edness. The adjective neuter, singular or plural, is collective, compre- 
hending the beings in question according to their qualitative category as a 
corporate body, like 6 roAutixév, the burgess-body ; ° 16 immxéy, the cavalry ;° ra 
Anorpixa, the robbers," ra dovAa, ra aiyuddwra x.7.A.° Winer, p. 218, correctly 
compares 74 daudva according to its original adjectival nature. — tHe rovnpiac} 
genitivus qualitatis, ‘‘of quality,” characterizing the spirit-hosts meant; 
érecdy yap etot Kal ol ayyeAor Tvebuata, TpocéOnke THO TOovHpiac, ‘for since 
the angels also are spirits, he added ric rovypiac,” Theodoret. Moral wicked- 
ness is their essential quality ; hence the devilis pre-eminently 6 rovnpoc. 
The explanation spirituales nequitias, ‘‘ spiritual wickedness,” * is impossible, 
since, if ra mvevuwatixd expressed the quality substantively and raised it to 
the position of subject,’ we should have to analyze it as: the spiritual 
nature, or the spiritual part, the spiritual side of wickedness, all of which 
are unsuitable to the context. — év roi¢ érovpaviowe] Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Photius, Oecumenius, Cajetanus, Castalio, Camerarius, Heinsius, Clarius, 
Calovius, Glass, Witsius, Wolf, Morus, Flatt, and others incorrectly render: 
Sor the heavenly possessions, so that it would indicate the object of the con- 
flict, and év would stand for irép or did. Against this view we may urge not 
the order of the words, since in fact this element pushed on to theend would 
be brought out with emphasis,” but certainly the év, which does not mean on 
account of, and ra érovpdva, which in our Epistle is always meant in a local 


1 See Schoettgen, Horae, p. 790; Buxtorf, 9 Erasmus, Beza, Castalio, Clarius, Zeger, 
Lex. Talmud. p. 2006 f.; Wetstein, p. 259. Cornelius 4 Lapide, Wolf, and others. 

2 Tren. i. 1. 10 See Matthiae, p. 994; Kiihner, IJ. 
3 Fabricius, Psewdepigr. i. p. 1047. p. 122. 

4 Harless. 11 Kiihner, II. p. 625. 

5 Herod. vii. 103. 12 Where it is rendered so according to the 
6 Rey. ix. 16. approximate sense, the analysis follows 
7 Polyaen. v. 14, 141. another course. See on Matt. vi. 7; John 


8 See Bernhardy, p. 326. xvi. 30 ; Acts vii. 29; 2 Cor. ix. 4. 
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sense (see oni. 8). The view of Matthies is also incorrect, that it denotes 
the place where of the conflict : ‘‘in the kingdom of heaven, in which the 
Christians, as received into that kingdom, are also constantly contending 
against the enemies of God.” ra érovpdva does not signify the kingdom of 
heaven in the sense of Matthies, but the heavenly regions, heaven. Riickert, 
too, is incorrect, who likewise understands the place where of the conflict, 
holding that the contest is to be sustained, as not with flesh and blood, so 
also not upon the same solid ground, but away in the air, and is thus most 
strictly mars iniquus, ‘‘an unequal war.” Apart from the oddness of this 
thought, according to it the contrast would in fact be one not of terrestrial 
and superterrestrial locality, but of solid ground and baseless air, so that Paul in 
employing év roi¢ érovpav. would have selected a quite inappropriate designa- . 
tion, and must have said év76aépx. Baumgarten-Crusius gives us the choice 
between two incorrect interpretations : the kingdom of spirits, to which the 
kingdom of Christ too belongs, or the affairs of that kingdom. The correct 
connection is with ra rvevuatixad ty¢ movypiac, so that it expresses the seat of 
the evil spirits.' This ‘‘im the heavenly regions” is not, however, in accord- 
ance with the context, to be understood of the abode of God, of Christ, and 
of the angels (iii. 10) ;? but, according to the popular view (comp. Matt. vi. 
26)—in virtue of the flexible character of the conception ‘‘ heaven,” which 
embraces very different degrees of height (compare the conception of the 


_ seven heavens, 2 Cor. xii. 2)—of the superterrestrial regions, which, although 


still pertaining to the domain of the earth’s atmosphere, yet relatively appear 
as heaven, so that in substance ra érovpdva here denotes the same as 6 afp, 
by which at ii. 2 the domain of the Satanic kingdom is accurately and prop- 
erly designated.* This passage serves as a guide to the import of ours, 
which is wrongly denied by Hahn * on the basis of an erroneous interpreta- 
tion of afp, ii. 2. According to the Rabbins, too, the lower of the seven 
heavens still fall within the region of the atmosphere.® And the reason why 
Paul does not here say év r@ aépu is, that he wishes to bring out as strongly 
as possible the superhuman and superterrestrial nature of the hostile spirits, 
for which purpose to name the air, as the place of their dwelling might be 
less appropriate than to speak of the heavenly regions, an expression which 


1 So Jerome, Ambrosiaster, Luther, Beza, 
Calvin, Vatablus, Estius, Grotius, Erasmus 
Schmid, Bengel, Koppe, and many, includ- 
ing Usteri, Meier, Holzhausen, Harless, 
Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek. 

2In opposition to Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 
I. p. 345. 

3 Comp. Philippi, Glaubensl. III. p. 309 f. 
Prudentius has already, Hamartigenia, 518 
ff.,in a poetic paraphrase of our passage, 
correctly apprehended the meaning : 

“Sed cum spiritibus tenebrosis nocte 
dieque 

Congredimur, quorum dominatibus humi- 
dus iste 

Et pigris densus nebulis obtemperat aér. 


Scilicet hoc medium coelum inter et infima 
terrae, 

Quod patet ac vacuo nubes suspendit 
hiatu, 

Frena potestatum variarum sustinet ac 
sub 

Principe Belial rectoribus horret iniquis. 

His conluctamur praedonibus, ut sacra 
nobis 

Oris apostolici testis sententia prodit.” 


Comp. Photius, Quaest. Amphil. 144. — Ac- 
cording to Ascens. Isa. 10, it is the firma- 
mentum, in which the devil dwells. 

4 Theol. d. N.T. 1. p. 336 f. 

5 See Wetstein, ad 2 Cor. xii. 2. 
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entirely accords with the lively coloring of his picture.! Semler and Storr, 
ignoring this significant bearing and suitableness of the expression, have 
arbitrarily imported a formerly, as though the previous abode of the demons 
had any connection with the matter! Schenkel has even imported the irony 
of a paradox, which has the design of making the assumption of divine 
power and glory on the part of the demons ridiculous, as though anything 
of the sort were at all in keeping with the whole profound seriousness of 
our passage, or could have been recognized by any reader whatever! Hof- 
mann finally? has, after a rationalizing fashion, transformed the simple 
direct statement of place into the thought : ‘‘not limited to this or that 
locality of the earthly world, but overruling the same, as the heavens encir- 
cle the earth.” The thought of this turn so easily made, Paul would have 
known how to express—even though he had but said : ré dvra ae év Toi¢ éxov- 
paviowc, or more clearly : ra évta ravtayow ixd Tov obpavdv. The absence of a 
connective article is not at all opposed to our interpretation, since 7a rvev- 
patika tH Tovnplac év Toic éxovpaviowg Might the more be combined into one 
idea, as it was the counterpart of such spirits upon earth. Comp. roic 
mAovotoce év TH viv aiovi, 1 Tim. vi. 17, and see onii. 11, iii. 10. [See Note LIX., 
p. 557 seq.|]— The zpéc, four times occurring after 4424, has rhetorical em- 
phasis, as it needed to be used but once.*— As at ii. 2, so here also, Gnos- 
ticism is found by Baur in expression and conception, because, forsooth, 
Marcion and the Valentinians designated the devil as the xoouoxpdtwp, and 
the demoniac powers as rad mvevuatixd tH¢ movnpiac.4 This is the inverting 
method of critical procedure. 

Ver. 13. Acad rovro] because we have to fight against these powers. — 
avadaBere] the usual word for the taking up of armor.® The opposite : xara- 
tidy. —avtiot#va] namely, the assaults of the demons. —év rH juépa rH 
movnpa| The evil day means here, according to the context, neither the 
present life,’ nor the day of death,* nor the day of judgment ;* nor yet, as 
most expositors suppose, in general, the day of conflict and of peril, which the 
devil prepares for us,° for every day was such, whereas the evil day here man- 
ifestly appears as a peculiar and still future day, for the conflict of which the 
readers were to arm themselves. Hence also not : every day, on which the 
devil has special power ;° but the emphatic designation 7 juépa 7 movnpd 


3 Comp. Dem. 842, 7: mpos matdwy, mpos 
YUVALKOV, mpds THY Or'Twv Duty ayad@v, Winer, 


1 Entirely uncalled for, therefore, and 
less in keeping with the coloring of the 


passage, would be the alteration already 
discussed in Photius, Quaest. Amphiloch. 94, 
whereby, namely, t¢ves had changed the 
érovpavios into Vrovpaviors—a conject- 
ure approved by Erasmus, Beza, and 
Grundling (in Wolf). Luther, who trans- 
lates ‘‘ under the heaven,” probably did so, 
not as taking év for v7é,—like Alting subse- 
quently (in Wolf),—but by way of explana- 
tion. Already in Homer ovpavds is, as is 
well known, employed of the higher region 
of air (under the firmament). See Nagels- 
bach, Hom. Theol. p. 19. 
2 Schriftbeweis, I. p. 455. 


p. 374; Buttmann, Weutest. Gramm. p. 341 
[E. T. 398]. 

4 Tren, i. 5. 4, i. 28. 2. 

5 See Kypke and Wetstein. 

6 Chrysostom, Oecumenius, who at the 
same time believed Bpaxdy tov rod modenovd 
xa.por, *‘ the brief time of the battle,” to be 
hinted at. 

7 Erasmus Schmid. 

§ Jerome. 

*So also Riickert, Harless, Matthies, 
Meier, Winzer, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette, Bleek. 

40 Bengel, Zacharfae, Olshausen. 


542 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


could suggest to the reader only asingle, kar’ é£ox4v, ‘“‘pre-eminently,” morally 
evil, day well known to him, and that is the day in which the Satanic power 
(6 Wovnpéc) puts forth its last and greatest outbreak, which last outbreak of 
the anti-Christian kingdom Paul expected shortly before the Parousia.' 
[See Note LX., p. 558.] Comp. also the éveora¢ aidv rovypéc, Gal. i. 4, and 
the remark thereon. — kal dravta katepyaodpevor orgva]| This orfvac corre- 
sponds to the preceding avtiorjva, of which it is the result; and in the 
midst, between davriotqva and ora, lies Gmavta katepyac. : ‘‘ to withstand in 
the evil day, and, after you shall have accomplished all things, to stand.” The 
latter expression is the designation of the victor, who, after the fight is fin- 
ished, is not laid prostrate, or put to flight, but stands.” What is meant by 
adravra, is necessarily yielded by the connection, namely, everything which 
belongs to the conflict in question, the whole work of the combat in all its parts 
and actions. The karepyéCeo6 ax retainsits ordinary signification peragere, 
conficere consummare, ‘‘to achieve, accomplish, complete,” * and is not, with 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Camerarius, Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Kypke, 
Koppe, Flatt, Holzhausen, Harless, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, and 
others, to be taken in the sense of debellare, overpower, in which sense it is, 
like the German abthun and niedermachen and the Latin conficere, usual 
enough,’ but is never so employed by Paul—frequently as the word occurs 
with him—or elsewhere in the N. T., and here would only be required by 
the text, if dravrac were the reading.° De Wette objects to our interpreta- 
tion as being tame. This, however, it is not, and the less so, because karep- 
yaleoba is the characteristic word fora great and difficult work,® and dzavra 
also is purposely chosen.’ To be rejected also is the construction of Erasmus, 
Beza,* Calixtus, Morus, Rosenmiiller, and others : ‘‘ omnibus rebus probe com- 
paratis ad pugnam,” ‘all things being well prepared for the battle.” ° This 
would be rapaoxevacduevo. (1 Cor. xiv. 8), and what a redundant thought 
would thus result, especially since orjvac would then be not at all different 
from avtior#vac | Lastly, the translation of the Vulgate, which is best at- 
tested critically ; in omnibus perfecti, ‘‘in all things perfect,” * is not to be re- 
garded, with Estius, as the sense of our reading, but expresses the reading 
Katecpyaouévor, Which is, moreover, to be found in a vitiated form (karepyac- 
uévot) incodex A. Erasmus conjectured a corruption of the Latin codices. 

Ver. 14. In what manner they accordingly, clad conformably to the preced- 
ing requirement in the ravorAia rov Oeov, are to stand forth. —orfre] is not 
again, like the preceding orjva, the standing of the victor, but the standing 


1 See Usteri, Lehrbegriff, p. 348 ff. 

2 Comp. Xen. Anad, i. 10. 1. 

3 Comp. van Hengel, ad. Rom. I. p. 205. 

* See Kypke, II. p. 301. 

5 Koppe felt this, hence he viewed amavra 
as masculine, in accordance with Kypke’s 
proposal! Even in those passages which 
Kypke adduces for xatepyageodar mavra, in- 
stead of xatepy. mavtas, mavra is to beleft in 
the neuter sense, and xarepy. is to complete, to 
execute. Freely, but correctly in accord- 
ance with the sense, Luther renders: 


“that ye may perform all well, and keep 
the field.” 

6 Herod. v. 24; Plato, Legg. iii. p. 686 E, 
al. ; and see Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 107. 

7 All without exception; see Valckenaer, 
Schol. I. p. 339. 

8 Who proposes this explanation along- 
side of the rendering prostratis, ‘‘ over- 
thrown,” and is inclined to regard it as the 
better one. 

* Bengel. 

1° Comp. Lucifer, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, 
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Sorth of the man ready for the combat. Besides Isa. lix. 17, Wisd. v. 17 ff., 
see also Rabbinical passages for the figurative reference of particular 
weapons to the means of spiritual conflict, in Schoettgen, Horae, p. 791 f. — 
mepilwoduevoe tiv oogiv] having your loins girt about. Comp. Isa. xi. 5. For 
the singular r. 609., comp. Eur. Electr. 454 : taxurépoc r6da [quick of foot], 
and see Elmsley, ad Hur. Med. 1077. The girdle or belt ‘is first mentioned by 
the apostle, because to have put on this was the first and most essential re- 
quirement of the warrior standing armed ready for the fight ; to speak of a 
well-equipped warrior without a girdle is a contradictio in adjecto, for it was 
just the girdle which produced the free bearing and movement and the nec- 
essary attitude of the warrior. Hence it is notto be assumed, with Harless, 
that Paul thought of the girdle as an ornament. Comp. 1 Pet. i. 18. — év ddy- 
cia] instrumental. With truth they are tobe girt about, 7.¢., truth is to be their 
girdle. Comp. Isa. xi. 5. As for the actual warrior the whole aptus habitus, 
“* prepared state,” for the combat (this is the tertiwm comparationis, ‘‘ point of 
comparison’’), would be wanting in the absence of the girdle ; so also for the 
spiritual warrior, if he is not furnished with truth. From this it is at once 
clear that aAjGeva is not to be taken objectively, of the gospel, which, on the con- 
trary, is only designated later, ver. 17, by pyua Oeov ; but subjectively, of truth 
as inward property, 1.¢., harmony of knowledge with the objectivetruth given in 
the gospel. The explanation sincerity? is, as expressive only of a single virtue, 
according to the context too narrow (compare the following dixasootvy, rioric 
«.T.A.), and the notion, moreover, would merge into that of the following 
dvxatootvy, an Objection which applies likewise to the explanation Christian in- 
tegrity.°— rv Yopaka t7H¢ dixatos.| Genitivus appositionis, ‘‘appositive geni- 
tive.”* As the actual warrior has protected the breast, when he ‘‘ @épyxa epi 
otAbecow édvvev,” ‘has put the plate about the breast,” so with you dixasoobvy 
is to be that, which renders your breast (heart and will) inaccessible to the 
hostile influences of the demons. dixkacoctyvy7 is here Christian moral rec- 
titude (Rom. vi. 13), inasmuch as, justified through faith, we are dead to sin 
and liveév kacvérynre CoH ¢ (Rom. vi. 4). Harless and Winzer understand 
the righteousness by faith, by which, however, inasmuch as this righteousness is 
given with faith, the @uped¢ r7¢ rictewc, subsequently singled out quite spe- 
cially, isanticipated. [See Note LXI., p. 558.] As previously the intellect- 
wal rectitude of the Christian was denoted by aA7Geva, so here his moral rec- 
titude by duxacootvn. 

‘Ver. 15. And the service which the irodjuara, the military sandals,* ren- 
der to the actual warrior, enabling him, namely, to advance against the 
enemy with agile and sure step, the érouuacia Tov evayyediov tH eiphyng is to 
render to you spiritual warriors, inasmuch as by virtue of it you march 
briskly and firmly against the Satanic powers.—irodnoduevor k.t.A.] having 


1 Gworyp, covering the loins and the part 8 Morus, Winzer. 


of the body below the breastplate, also 
called g#vn, Jacobs, ad Anthol. VIII. p. 177, 
not to be confounded with g@pa, the lower 
part of the coat of mail. 

2 Calvin, Boyd, Estius, 
ping, and others. 


Olshausen, Bis- 


4 Comp. 1 Thess. v. 8; Wisd. v. 19; Soph. 
O. R. 170: dpovridos éyxos. 

5 Xen. Anab. iv. 5. 14 [Josephus, B. J. vi. 
1. 8] (caligae, compare the Heb. PND, Isa. 
ix. 4; see Gesenius, 7hes. II. 932; Bynaeus, 
de calc. Hebr, p. 83 f. 
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your feet underbound with the preparedness of the gospel of peace, év does not 
stand for eic,! but is instrumental, as in ver. 14, so that the éro:wacia is con- 
ceived of as the foot-clothing itself. Beza well remarks: ‘‘non enim vult nos 
docere dumtaxat, oportere nos esse calceatos, sed calceos etiam, ut ita 
loquar, nobis praebet,” ‘‘ For he does not wish only to teach us that we 
ought to be shod, but, so to say, offers us the very sandals.” — érocwacia’ 
is preparedness,* whether it be an outward standing ready,‘ or an inward 
being ready, promptitudo animi, ‘‘readiness of mind.” So LXX. Ps. x. 17, 
comp. éroiun 1) apdia, Ps. lvii. 7, exii. 7, where the LXX. indicate the notion 
of a prepared mind, which is expressed in Hebrew by forms of the stem }}9, 
by the use of érowacia and éroiuoc, following the signification of making 
ready, adjusting, which }33 has in all the conjugations of it which occur 
(Deut. xxxii. 6; Ps. viii. 4; Gen. xliii. 16 ; Prov. xix. 29 ; Neh. viii. 10 ; 
Ps. lix. 5), alongside of the signification of laying down, establishing, from 
which the former one is derived. Hence the LXX. translate })312 too ® by 
éroiwacia ; not as though in their usage érowyacia signified foundation, which 
it never does, but because they understood })D1) in the sense of éroimacia. So 
Ezra ii. 68, where the house of God is to be erected upon r7v éroyuaciav 
aitov, upon the preparation thereof, 1.e., upon the foundation already lying 
prepared. So also Ezra iii. 3; Ps. lxxxix. 15 ; Dan. xi. 20, 21. Wrongly, 
therefore, have Wolf (after the older expositors), Bengel, Zachariae, Morus, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Bleek, and others, explained érowuacia by fun- 
damentum or jirmitas, ‘‘ foundation or firmness ;” so that Paul is supposed 
to indicate ‘‘vel constantiam in tuenda religione Christi, vel religionem 
adeo ipsam, certam illam quidem et fundamento, cui insistere possis, simi- 
lem,” ‘‘ either constancy in keeping the religion of Christ, or that very relig- 
ion itself, like a foundation whereon you can stand,” Koppe. This is not 
only contrary to linguistic usage (see above), but also opposed to the con- 
text, since the notion does not suit the figurative conception of putting on 
shoes (irodjodu.). It is the readiness, the ready mind ; not, however, for 
the proclamation of the gospel,* — since, in fact, Paul is speaking to fellow- 
Christians, not to fellow-teachers,—but the promptitudo, ‘‘ readiness »—and 
that for the conflict in question—which the gospel bestows, which is produced 
by means of it. So Oecumenius (who has this interpretation alongside the 
former one), Calvin, Castalio, and others, including Matthies, Holzhausen, 


Harless, Olshausen, Winzer, de Wette, Schenkel. The explanation of 
Schleusner : ‘‘instar pedum armaturae sit vobis doctrina salutaris . . . quae 


1 Vulgate, Erasmus, Vatablus, and 
others. 

2 With classical writers éro:udrys, Dem. 
1268, 7, but see also Hippocr. p. 24, 47. 

5 In Wisd. xiii. 12 it means making ready 
(food). The Vulg. translates it in our pas- 
sage in praeparatione (comp. Artemid. 
ii. 57). 

4 Josephus, Antt. x. 1.2: duryxidious ex ris 
éuol mapovons immous eis éroumaciay Yuiv mape- 
Xelv Eroinos eiur, “Tam ready to afford you 


two thousand cavalry of that of mine pres- 
ent.” 

5 Foundation, as Ps. 1xxxix. 15. 

§ So, in some instances with a reference 
to Isa. lii. 7, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Pe- 
lagius, Erasmus, Luther, Vatablus, Clarius, 
Cornelius 4 Lapide, Erasmus Schmid, Es- 
tius, Grotius, Calovius, Calixtus, Michaelis, 
and others, including Riickert, Meier, 
Baumgarten-Crusius. 
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vobis semper in promptw sit,” ‘Let the saving doctrine be to you like an 
equipment of the feet which may always be in readiness,” is to be rejected on 
account of ver. 17, according to which the gospel is the sword. — ric sipfunc] 
Subject-matter of the gospel, and that purposely designated in harmony with 
the context. For the gospel proclaims peace nar’ éoyhv, ‘ pre-eminently,” é.¢., 
the inner peace with God, Rom. v. 1, Phil. i. 20, and produces precisely there- 
by consecration of courageous readiness for the conflict in question (Rom. viii. 
31, 38, 39). At variance with the context, Erasmus, Paraphr., makes it : 
‘‘evangelium, quod non tumultu, sed tolerantia tranquillitateque defenditur,” 
‘‘the gospel which is defended, not by tumult, but by tolerance and tran- 
quillity ;” and Michaelis holds: the peace between Jews and Gentiles is 
meant. If, however, it is taken, with Koppe and Morus, in accordance 
with the more extended sense of pioui (comp. Rom, x. 15), the salwation- 
bringing (rather : the salvation-proclaiming, comp. i. 18) gospel, this is 
done without any justification from the text, and to the injury of the special 
coloring of the several particulars. Winzer, finally, contrary to the unity 
of the sense, combines peace with God and everlasting salvation. 

Ver. 16. "Ex? raow] not : before all things,’ but : in addition to all.2 By 
the three pieces previously mentioned, vv. 14, 15 (which were all made fast 
to the body), the body is clothed upon for warlike purposes ; what is still 
wanting, and must be added to all that has preceded, is shield, helmet, 
sword, vv. 16, 17. — dv Supedv] Supedc, which Polybius mentions and more 
fully describes as the first part of the Roman ravordia (vi. 23. 2 ff.), is, with 
Homer, that which is placed in front of the doorway and blocks the entrance, *® 
and only with later writers ‘* is the shied,° and that the scutwm, the large 
shield, 4 feet in length and 24 feet in width, as distinguished from the 
small round buckler, clypeus,aoric.° Paul does not say aoric, because he is rep- 
resenting the Christian warrior as heavy-armed. — tie riotewc] Genitivus appo- 
sitionis, ‘‘ appositive genitive,” as rH¢ dexacoobvyc, ver. 14. The faith, however, 
is not the faith of miracles,’ but the jides salvifica, ‘‘saving faith” (ii. 8), by 
which the Christian is assured of the forgiveness of his sins on account of the 
sacrificial death of Christ, and at the same time is assured of the Messianic 
blessedness (i. 7, ii. 5 ff., iii. 12), has the Holy Spirit as the earnest of ever- 
lasting life (i. 18, 14), and consequently has Christ in the heart (ii. 17; Gal. 
ii. 20), and as child of God (i. 5 ; Rom. viii. 15 f.; Gal. iv. 5 ff.) under the 
government of grace (Rom. viii. 14) belongs so wholly to God (Rom. vi. 
11 ; comp. 1 John iii. 7 ff.), that he cannot be separated by anything from 
the love of God towards him (Rom. viii. 38) ; and on his part is consecrated 
only to the service of God (i. 4 ; Rom. vii. 4, 6, vi. 22), and hence through 
God carries off the victory over the power of Satan opposed to God (Rom. 


1 Luther, Castalio, Michaclis, and others. 5 See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 336, and Wet- 
2 Comp. Luke iii. 20; Polyb. vi. 23.12: éwi stein, ad loc. 
$& maou TovTOLS TpogETLKOTMODYTAL MTEpiYH 6 See Lipsius, de milit. Rom. iii. 2, ed. 


oreddvy, ‘In addition to all these, they are Plant. 1614, p. 106 ff.; Alberti and Kypke 
adorned with a feather garland.” See in Joc.,; Ottii Spicileg. p. 409 f. Comp. the 
Wetstein, ad Luc. xvi. 26; Matthiae, p.1871. | Homeric cdxos and the Hebrew 3. 
3 Od. ix. 240, 313. 7 Chrysostom. 
4 Plutarch, Strabo, etc. 
35 
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xvi, 20 ; 2 Thess. iii. 3). Only wavering faith is accessible to the devil (2 
Cor. xi. 3; comp. 1 Pet. v. 8, 9). —év 6] by means of which, i.e., by holding 
it in front. —dvvfceoe] for the conflict in question is future. See on vv. 
12, 18. — rov rovnpoi] of the morally evil one kar’ éoyqv, ‘‘ pre-eminently,” 
i.e., the devil; 2 Thess. iii. 3; Matt. v. 37, vi. 13, xiii. 19, 38 ; John xvii. 
15 ; 1 John v. 19. —ra! rervpwpéva] those set on fire, the burning ones.? The 
malleoli are meant, i.e., arrows tipped with inflammable material (tow, pitch) 
and shot off after being kindled, which, known also to the Hebrews (see 
expositors on Ps. vii. 14), were in use among the Greeks and Romans, and 
are to be distinguished from the javelins of the same kind.* For the de- 
scription of the malleoli, see Ammian. Marcell. xxiii. 4 ; and see, in gen- 
eral, Lydius, Agonist. p. 45, de re mil. p. 119, 315 ; Spanheim, ad Julian. 
Orat. p. 193. Poisoned arrows * are not meant,* since these are not on fire 
(rexvpopéva), but excite a fire (inflammation). The aim of the predicate, we 
may add, is to present in strong colors the hostile and destructive character 
of the Satanic assaults ; but more special explanations of its import, such 
as of the burning desires excited by Satan,°* or of doubts and of the anguish of 
despair * are inappropriate ; and the more so, inasmuch as in the whole con- 
text the apostle is speaking of diabolic assaults in general, not of particular 
kinds thereof. — oBéca:] The shields of the Greeks and Romans were as a 
rule of wood, with a thick coating of leather.* So Paul conceives of faith 
under the figure of such a shield, which not only prevents the missiles from 
injuring the warrior, but also by reason of its coating brings it about that 
these do not set on fire the wood of the shield, but must needs be themselves 
extinguished, so that thus the warrior, by holding the shield in front of him, 
can quench the fiery arrows. 

Ver. 17. We have to prefix not a full stop, as is done by Lachmann and 
Tischendorf, seeing that ver. 18 has reference to the whole from orjre on- 
ward, vv. 14-17 (see on ver. 18), but only acomma. Paul, namely, passes over 
from the participial construction into that of the verbum jinitum, ‘finite verb,” 
as at i. 20,—a change to which he was drawn by the increasing vivacity of 
his figurative conception, which, moreover, induced him now to prefix the 
object (repixepadraiav and pudyaipav, ver. 17). — In natural sequence he brings 
forward jirst the taking of the helmet, and then that of the sword ; because 
the left hand already grasps the shield (ver. 16), and thus after the taking 
of the sword there is no hand free. —rov cwrypiov] again genitive of apposi- 
tion. The salvation, i.e., the salvation kar’ éZoxfv, ‘‘ pre-eminently,” the sal- 
vation of the Messianic kingdom, of which the Christian is partaker (before the 


1 The article implies that Satan discharges 
other arrows besides burning ones. See 
Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 6. 1. 

2 Comp. Apollod. Bibl. ii. 5.2; Leo, Tact. 
Ky. 27, ed. Heyn.; also mvupddpor diorot in 


Thuycd. ii. 75. 4; BéAn mupddpa, Diod. xx. 


96; Zosim. Hist. p. 256, 2. 

5 Falaricae, see Vegetius, iv. 8. 

HOG) S260 fe VITA ei i Xeko sees 
XXXVili. 3; Jobvi. 4; and see Lyd. de re mil. 


p. 118. 

5 As supposed by Boyd, Hammond, Bo- 
chart. 

5 Chrysostom, Theophylact ; comp. Oecu- 
menius. 

7 Boyd. 

§ Hom. Jl. v. 452; Herod. vii. 91; Polyb. 
l.c.; Plin. viii. 39; and see, in general, 
Lipsius, de milit. Rom. iii. 2, p. 109 ff. 
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Parousia, as an zdeal possession, Rom. viii. 24'), serves, appropriated in his 
consciousness, to protect him against the assaults of the devil aimed at his 
everlasting life, like the helmet, which defends the warrior from deadly 
wounds on the head.? For the use of cwr#prov as a substantive, comp. 
Luke ii. 20, iii. 6 ; Acts xxviii. 28 ; frequently met with in the classics and 
the LXX. ; see Schleusner, Thes. sub voce. Neither Christ Himself * nor the gos- 
pel‘ is meant. It is true that the word owrfpiov is not elsewhere used by 
Paul ; but here it is explained as a reminiscence from the LXX. Isa. lix. 17. 
— déEaobe| receive, namely, from God (ver. 13), who offers you this helmet.— 
THY uaxarpav Tov mvebuatoc] The genitive cannot here be appositional,® since 
there follows the explanation 6 éo7v pjua Oeov, from which it is clear that the 
sword of the Spirit is not the Spirit itself, but something distinct there- 
from, namely, the word of God (comp. Heb. iv. 12).° If Paul had wished to 
designate the Spirit itself as sword, the explanation 6 éo7: pyua Ocov would 
have deen inappropriate, inasmuch as the word of God and the Holy Spirit 
are different things ;7 in Romans, too, rvevua means nothing else than the 
Holy Spirit. The pdyarpa tov rvetp. is the sword, which the Holy Spirit fur- 
nishes (comp. tiv ravorAiav Tov Ocov, vv. 11, 13), and this sword is the word 
of God, the gospel (comp. on v. 26), the contents of which the Spirit brings 
vividly to the consciousness of the Christian, in order that he may defend 
himself by the divine power of the gospel (Rom. i. 16) against the assaults 
of the diabolic powers, and may vanquish them, as the warrior wards off 
and vanquishes the enemy with the sword. Limitations of the pijyua Ocoi, 
either to the commandments of God,* or to the divine threatenings against the 
enemies of the Christians,’ are as arbitrary and inappropriate as is the ex- 
plaining rov tvebwaroe of the human spirit,” or by. xvevuarc«hv," which, accord- 
ing to Grotius, is to serve ‘‘ molliendis tranSlationibus,” ‘‘for rendering the 
transfers less abrupt,” but yet would have again to be explained by row 
mvevuatoc in the sense of the Holy Spirit. — 6 éor:] applying, according to 
the ordinary attraction, to r7v uwdyapav. Olshausen, in accordance with his 
erroneous conception of rod mvetpatoc, refers it to the latter. So already 
Basil, contr. Hunom. 11, who proves from our passage that not only the 
Son, but also the Spirit is the Word ! 


Remark on vv. 14-17.—In the exposition of these several portions of the ar- 
mor of the spiritual warrior, it is just as unwarrantable to press the compari- 


1 Hence Paulin 1 Thess. v. 8 says: mepexe- 
hadraiay €Amwida owrnpias, which, however, 
does not justify in our passage the expla- 
nation hope of salvation, given to it by Caje- 
tanus, Calvin, Zanchius, Boyd, Estius, 
Grotius, Calixtus, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, 
Meier, Winzer, and others. 

2 As to the Roman helmets, see Lipsius, de 
milit. Rom. iii. 5, p. 122 ff. 

3 Theodoret, Bengel. 

4 Holzhausen. 

5In opposition to Harless, Olshausen, 
Schenkel, and older expositors. 

6 Comp. also Bleek. 


7Jt is true Olshausen observes that the 


’ Word as to its inner essence is Spirit, as the 


efflux of God the Spirit. But that is a guid 
pro quo ; for the word would not here be 
termed Spirit (as John vi. 63), but the Spirit, 
1.€., the Holy Spirit Himself. A like quid pro 
quo is made by Schenkel, namely, that the 
word of God is the most adequate expression 
of the absolute Spirit (John iv. 24). 
§ Flatt. 
» Koppe. 
10 Morus, Rosenmiiller. 
11 Grotius, Michaelis, and others; comp. 
already Chrysostom and Erasmus. 
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sons, by pursuing the points of comparison into such particular details as it may 
please us to select from the various uses of the pieces of armor in question 
(an error which several of the older expositors committed),—whereby free room 
is given for the play of subjectivity, and the vivid objective delineation of the 
apostle’s figure is arbitrarily broken up,—as it is, on the other hand, arbitrary 
to disregard the differences in the figures derived from military equipment, 
and to say : ‘‘ universa potius armorum notio tenenda est,” ‘‘rather the entire 
notion of arms must be retained ” (Winzer, l.c. p. 14; comp. Morus, Rosen- 
miiller, and others). The esential characteristic—the specific main point— 
whereby the pieces named are distinguished from each other in respect of that 
for which they serve, must be furnished by the nature of the comparison with 
the respective means of spiritual conflict ; so that Paul must have been con- 
scious why he here designated, e.g., dixacootvn as the breastplate, faith as the 
shield, etc., namely, inasmuch as he looked at the former really from the point 
of view of the essential destination of the breastplate, the latter from that of 
the essential destination of the shield, etc. Otherwise his representation would 
be a play of figures, of which the separate images, so different in themselves, 
would have no basis in the conception of what is represented. To this there is 
nothing opposed in the fact that here d:cacoovvy appears as the breastplate, 
while at 1 Thess. v. 8 it is faith and love which so appear ; for the figurative 
mode of regarding the subject can by no means, with a mind so many-sided, 
rich, and versatile as that of St. Paul, be so stereotyped that the very same 
thing which he has here viewed under the figure of the protecting breastplate, 
must have presented itself another time under this very same figure. Thus, 
e.g., there appears to him, as an offering well-pleasing to God, at one time 
Christ (Eph. vy. 2), at another the gifts of love received (Phil. iv. 18), at another 
time the bodies of Christians (Rom. xii. 1) ; under the figure of the seed-corn, 
at one time the body becoming buried (1 Cor. xv. 36 f.), at another time the 
moral conduct (Gal. vi. 7) ; under the figure of the leaven, once moral corrup- 
tion (1 Cor. v. 6), another time doctrinal corruption (Gal. v. 9) ; under the fig- 
ure of clothing which is put on, once the new man (iv. 24), another time Christ 
(Gal, iii. 27), at another time the body (2 Cor. v. 3), and other similar in- 
stances. 


Ver. 18. After Paul has, vv. 14-17, placed before his readers in what 
armor they are to stand forth, he shows yet further how this standing 
ready for the combat must be combined with prayer: ‘‘ with prayer and 
entreaty of every kind, praying at each moment in virtue of the Spirit.” 
These are two parallel specifications of mode, whereof the second more pre- 
cisely defines the first, and which stand in grammatical and logical connec- 
tion with orfre obv, ver. 14 ; not with the intervening défaoe, ver. 17, which 
rather is itself subordinate to the or#re, and only by a deviation from the 
construction has come to be expressed in the imperative instead of the par- 
ticiple, wherefore orjre obv remains the precept ruling the whole descrip- 
tion, vv. 14-17. Should we join them to dé&ac6r, neither méon¢ nor év ravri 
kaip@ would be appropriate to this momentary act ; for we would, in fact, 
be told not how the sword of the Spirit should be handled,’ but how it 


1 Olshausen + comp. Harless: ‘the temper in which they are to wield such weapons.” 
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should be taken! An imperative signification! the participle has not. — da 
ndone Tpooevyx. x. defo.] is to be taken by itself, not to be joined to the fol- 
lowing zpocevzdu.,* since otherwise a tautological redundancy of expression 
would arise (not to be confounded with the mode of expression rpocevy# 
mpooevyecOa, Jas. v. 17),—arbitrarily conjectured by de Wette to have 
been occasioned by Phil. iv. 6,—and because it is an impossibility to pray 
dua wdong mpoosvyqe iv mavti Kaipd.* dca here denotes ‘‘ conditionem, in 
qua locatus aliquid vel facias vel patiaris,” ‘‘a condition, fixed in which 
you either do, or suffer something,” 4 ¢.¢., while ye employ every kind of prayer 
and entreaty, omit no sort of prayer and entreaty. Those who join with 
mpoosvxbu. take dud as by means of. But see above. The expression rdaonc 
mpoosvy. receives its elucidation from the following év ravt? xacpo, inasmuch 
as to different circumstances of the time different kinds of prayer, as 
respects contents and form, are appropriate. 
distinguished not so, that the former applies to the obtaining of a blessing, 
the latter to the averting of an evil °—ameaning which, quite without proof 
from the linguistic usage of the single words, is derived merely from the 
combination of the two ; but rather as prayer and entreaty, of which only 
the former has the sacred character and may be of any tenor ; the latter, on 
the other hand, may be addressed not merely to God, as here, but also to men, 
and is supplicatory in tenor.®° —év ravti xaip@] at every season, not merely 
under special circumstances and on particular occasions. Comp. Luke xxi. 
36. It is the dd:ateixrwc rpocebyecba, 1 Thess. v. 17, ii. 13,1. 3; Rom. i. 9. 
— éy rvebuati] understood of the hwman spirit (Rom. viii. 10), would denote 
the heartfelt prayer in contrast to the mere utterance of the lips.’ But this 
contrast was so obvious of itself, that such a description of prayer would be 
quite out of place in the flow of the passage before us, accumulating, as it 
does, simply elements that are specifically Christian. The Holy Spirit is 
meant (ver. 17), by virtue of whom the Christian is to pray. See Rom. 
viii. 15, 26 ; Gal. iv. 6. [See Note LXIL, p. 558.] — kai ei¢ avrd aypury. k.7.A. | 
attaches to the general rpocevydueva év wr. x. év mv. something special, 
namely, intercession, and that for all Christians, and in particular for the 
apostle himself : and in that ye on this behalf are watchful in every kind of 
perseverance and entreaty for all saints and for me, etc. According to de 
Wette, cic aird apy. is to be held as still belonging to the general exhorta- 
tion to prayer, and év 7. rpooxapr. x.7.A. to be the addition of a special ele- 
ment, like év evyap., Col. iv. 2. But how idly would x. ei¢ aird ayp. then be 
used, seeing that the continual praying is already before so urgently ex- 
pressed ! Moreover, «ai betrays the transition to a new element of prayer. 
— cig avté] in reference thereto, on behalf of this, namely, of the mpocebyecba 


Tpoocevyh and dénoce are 


1 Bleek. .4 Fritzsche, ad@ Rom. I. p. 138; Winer, 


2 So usually, as also by Riickert, Matthies, 
Harless, Bleek; not Meier and Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius. 

8 The case would be otherwise, and this 
impossibility would not exist, if it were 
said: Sua méons mpocevxys K. Seno, Kal ev 7, 
Katpy, . 


p. 339. 

5 Grotius and many. 

®See Harless on the passage, and 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 372 f. 

7 Castalio, Zanchius, Erasmus Schmid, 
Grotius, Morus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and 
others, 
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év ravtl Kaip@ év rvebuate just required. By avré, namely, is denoted that 
which is gust being spoken of, and it is distinguished from airé toro (the 
Recepta) only in this respect, that the latter (comp. on Rom. ix. 17) desig- 
nates the subject in question at the same time demonstratively, and so still 
more definitely.’ According to Holzhausen,’ it has reference to iva por doh. 
But in that case ei¢ rovro must have been written ; and, moreover, epi 
révtwv tov adyiwy would be from a logical point of view opposed to it. — év 
don Tpookapt. Kk. dehoer TEpi T. T. dy.| Aenotes the domain, wherein, etc. On 
behalf of the required xpocetyeobu they are to be watchful in every kind of 
perseverance and entreaty for all saints. The rxpockaprépyoic is, according to 
the context (and comp. Col. iv. 2), the perseverance in prayer, so that év 7. 
mpook. corresponds to the did rao. x pocevy7e atthe beginning of the verse, 
and then with «ai (év racy) defoe, as there, the entreaty attaches itself, but 
now with the more precise definition : repi ré-tTwv Tov dyiwv, which hence 
belongs not to zpocxapr., but only to defcer, as, indeed, accordingly the lat- 
ter may not be amalgamated with zpooxapr. into a év dua dvoiv. According 
to Riickert, év raoy mpooxapr. x. defoes is added, in order to be able to annex 
mepi ravt. t. dy. But in that case could not Paul have written merely eic 
avrd dyputy. rep avr. 7. dy., and that without risk of being misunderstood ? 
No, the év rdoy mpoox. x. dejo., in itself not essential, gives to his discourse 
the emphasis of earnestness and solemnity. — rdoy] as previously rdaoyc. 
Ver. 19. Kai irip éuov] xai: and in particular.* The special point 
which, in connection with the intercession embracing all Christians, he 
would have to be made matter of supplication for himself, is stated in what 
follows. %t7ép expresses, as previously the repi in current use, the sense in 
commodum, *‘for the advantage of ; ” ° and only the form of sensuous percep- 
tion, which underlies the two prepositions, is different, as in the case of the 
Germ. iiber and wm; comp.1 Pet. iii. 18. It is wrongly assumed by 
Harless that only i ép expresses in itself the relation of care for, and not 
mept. The notion of the latter—that of encircling—in fact sensuously em- 
bodies such care ; hence with classical writers too, especially with Demos- 
thenes, repi and trép are interchanged without any difference of sense, ¢.g.° 
— iva po 006% x.7.A.| Aimof the kai tbrép éuo%v, and consequently contents 
of the intercession for the apostle (comp. on iii. 16) : in order that utterance 
may be given to me on the opening of my mouth, z.e., that there may not be 
withheld from me by God, but may on the contrary be conferred, that 
which I ought to speak when I open my mouth. That Paul means the 
speaking wth a view to the proclamation of the gospel, isfrom the context (see 
év mappyo. yvup. «.T.A.) Clear. The emphasis, however, is upon do0@%, to 
which, in the sequel, év rappyoia significantly corresponds ; for this freedom 


1See on ver. 22; Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. 6 Phil. ii. p. 74, 85: wh wept Tav dixaiwy 
iii. 10. 14; Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. ii. p. 362 D. wd umép tev Ew mpaypwatwv eivar thy Bov- 
2 Comp. Koppe. Ajv, GAN Vmréep ToY ev TH Xda, 10. 16: Od mepe 
3Comp. Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. Sofys od’ vrép wépovs xwpas moAcuodar, Xen. 
XXXVili f. Mem.i. 1.1%: 0 mép tovtwv mepi avrod mapay- 
4 See Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 11, 718. vevat, Thucyd. vi. 78. 1: vmép ye tis éuis Kuv- 


5See Schaefer, App. ad Dem. I. p. 190; Suveverv, EvOupnd}TME OV TEP THS EMIS MGAAOV. 
Buttmann, Jnd. ad Mid. p. 188. 


CHAP. VI., 19. dd 1: 
of speech is the consequence wished for by Paul from that bestowal. Comp. 
Luke xxi. 15. As to dvotyecv +d orépa, which in itself represents 
nothing else than the opening of the mouth to speak, comp. on Matt. v. 2 ; 
2 Cor. vi. 11 ; on the substantive dvovEvc, comp. Thue. iv. 67. 3. The 
expression is graphic, and has here something of a pathetic nature, without, 
however, containing a qualitative feature of the discourse itself, not even the 
character of wapremeditated utterance,’ which would have been expressed by 
év auth TH avoite Tov or., OY in asimilar significant way. This at the same 
time in opposition to Calvin, Boyd, Zanchius, Michaelis, Zachariae, and 
others, including Koppe, Riickert, Matthies, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
de Wette, Bleek, Schenkel, who explain: wnreservedly, frankly, which 
would have to be attached not to what follows (see below), but closely to 
Adyoc, and thereby, again, the év rappyoia yrwp. would be unwarrantably antic- 
ipated. Following Bullinger, Calovius, Cornelius & Lapide, and others,? 
Harless and Olshausen understand the dvocécc rod orduaroc as the act of God,*. 
holding it to denote : the bestowed capacity of speaking in contrast to an earlier 
bound state of the tongue. Paul would thus have said : ‘‘in order that utter- 
ance may be given unto me through my mouth being opened.” But what 
needless diffuseness of expression, since dod Adyoc and avoei¢ Tov ordpuartoc 
would be just the swme thing! Kypke and Koppe attach év dvoigertov or. wu. 
to what follows ; in which case Kypke regards év rappyoia as epexegesis of 
avoiéec T. or. ., and Koppe, following Grotius,‘ refers év rapp. to the outward 
freedom : ‘‘non vinculis constrictus in carcere latens,” ‘‘not bound by 
chains, concealed in prison.” The latter explanation is logically erroneous, 
since, thus understood, év rappyo. would be something quite other than the 
avorétc Tov orduatoc, and thus could not be added by way of apposition, with- 
out «ai ; and linguistically erroneous, since zappyoia never denotes outward 
freedom, and here especially its signification of boldness is rendered clear by 
the rappyovdowua of ver. 20.° In opposition to Kypke, it may be urged 
that an addition of so purely exegetical a character, as év tapp. would be to 
év avolg. T. ordu. u., Would not be in keeping with the elevated style of the 
discourse, which is not couched in anything like a didactic tone. Késter,°® 
with whom, in the main, Bleek agrees, attaches év dvoig. tr. ordu. uw. to what 
follows, and takes do Adyoc in the well-known classical sense : to allow one 
to come to speech, to let him speak ;7 so that Paul is supposed to say : ‘‘ that 


so be brought out in the event of the words 
running thus: iva mou do0d7 dvoréts Tod ordp.a- 


1 QOecumenius: év avtG TH avotgar o Adyos 
mponet, “ in the very opening, the word went 


forth.” 

2 Grotius also regards the avoréus tov oro- 
patos as the act of God: ‘‘sic Deus labia 
aperire dicitur, ubi materiam suppeditat 
sibi gratias agendi, ‘Thus God is said to 
open the lips when he supplies the matter 
for thanksgiving,’ Ps. li. 15,” yet makes out 
of it, after the Rabbinical 15 pnns (see 
Capell. Spicileg. p. 112; Buxtorf, Lea. Talm. 
p. 1872), occasione (loquendi) data, “ the op- 
portunity to speak being given.” But the 
sense, “opportunity to speak,” could only 


TOS MOU. 

3 Comp. Ezek. iii. 27, xxix. 31, xxxii. 22; 
Tesh ibe oe 

4**Ut ab hac eustodia militari liber per 
omnem urbem perferre possem sermonem 
eyang.,” ‘‘That free from this military 
guard, I may carry the tidings of the gos- 
pel throughout the entire city,”’ etc. 

5 Comp. Fritzsche, Diss. II. in 2 Cor. p.99 f. 

€ In the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 317. 

™Dem. 26, 18; 27, 9; 508, 16; 1220, 20; 
comp. Adyou Tuxecv, 229, 13. 
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opportunity to speak may be given to me, namely, at the opening of my 
mouth (that is, when I wish to speak) frankly to proclaim,” etc. But even 
in this way év dvoiéec tot ordu. ov. would be only a needless and cumbrous 
addition. — éy rappyoia yvopioa x.t.A.] with frankness to make known the 
mystery of the gospel, i.e., the mystery (see on i. 9) which forms the contents 
of the gospel. The opportunity of preaching was not taken from the 
apostle in his captivity at Caesarea (Acts xxiv. 23), nor yet afterwards at 
Rome (Acts xxviii. 80 f.). Shouid we attach év app. to what pie: 
yrupicac would be without a necessary modal definition. 


Remarx.—If the Recepta dofein were genuine, the statement of aim, intro- 
duced by iva, would be adduced from the mind of the persons praying, thus in 
the character of the oratio obligua. See oni. 17. 


Ver. 20. For which (to conduct its cause) I discharge the office of am- 
bassador in a chain. Comp. on 2 Cor. v. 20. It is to be explained neither 
as though irép ob mpeoBebwv év ddboe eiui, ‘‘ for which discharging the office 
of ambassador, I am in a chain,” * were written, nor as though wrép ob kai 
év dAboe: rpeoBevw, ‘‘for which and in a chain, I am discharging the office 
of ambassador,” were the reading ;* nor is ov to be referred, as is usually 
the case, merely to tov evayyeA, but to rd wvotHApLoy Tov evayy., seeing 
that this was the object of yvupicw, and to this yvupica the mpecBeiw 
significantly corresponds. Comp. Col. iv. 3: AaAjoa: 7d prothpiov tov 
Xpiorov, OV 6 Kat dédewar. — rpscBebw] whose ambassador he is, was at once 
understood by the reader, namely, Christ’s; and equally so to whom his 
embassy was addressed, namely, to all peoples, specially the Gentiles 
(Acts ix. 15, xxii. 15; Rom. i. 14, xi. 13; Gal. ii. 9). The opinion 
of Michaelis, that Paul designates himself as delegate of Christ to the 
Roman court, would, even if he had written the Epistle in Rome, be im- 
ported, since no reader could find anything else than the apostle denoted by 
mpeoBebvo without more precise definition. — év dAtoe:] On év, comp. phrases 
like eic¢ tHv dAvow éurintey, Polyb. xxi. 3. 3. Wetstein, we may add, aptly 
observes: ‘‘alias legati, jure gentium sancti et inviolabiles, in vinculis 
haberi non poterant,” ‘‘in other relations ambassadors sacred and inviolable 
by the law of nations, could not be held in bonds.” To infer, however, 
from the use of the singular * the custodia militaris, ‘‘ the military custody,” 
in which Paul was at Rome (Acts xxviii. 20 ; 2 Tim. i. 16), is too hasty ; 
partly for the general reason that the singular must by no means be urged, 
but may be taken collectively,* and partly for the special reason that we have 
to think of Paul at Caesarea too, and that from the very beginning of his 
captivity there (see on Acts xxiv. 23), as in the custodia militaris, ‘‘ mili- 
tary custody ;” Acts xxiv. 27, xxvi. 29.° The significant bearing of the addi- 


1 Vatablus: ‘ut detur mihi aperto ore  gationem,” “now also I do not cease my 


loqui libere, ut notum faciam,” ‘that it embassy,” etc. 
may be given me to speak freely with open 4 Baumgarten, Paley, Flatt, Steiger. 
mouth, that I may make known,” etc. 5 Bernhardy, p. 58 f. 

2 Zachariae, Riickert, Matthies. ® In the latter passage the plural ray decp. — 


5 Grotius: “nunc quoque non desino le- —_rovtwy is not at variance with this view, as 
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tion év datos is to make palpable the so much greater need of the rappyoia, 
and so the more fully to justify the longing for the intercessory prayer of 
the readers. — iva év ait@ rappyo. oe dei we 202. | Parallel to the iva pou dof}. . . 
evayyediov, ver. 19, and indeed not tautological,’ but, by means of d¢ dei pe 
Aadgoa, more precisely defining the thought already expressed. As similar 
parallels by means of a second iva, comp. Rom. vii. 13 ; Gal. iii. 14 ; 1 Cor. 
xii. 20 ; 2 Cor. ix. 3. Harless regards this second iva as subordinate to the 
first. Thus the words would express not the aim on account of which Paul 
summons his readers to prayer, as stated by Harless, but the aim of the dot) 
Adyoc k.t.A. But this would be inappropriate, since do0% Adyo¢ x.7.2. has 
already the definition of aim appropriate to it, namely, in év rapp. yvup. 
x.t.4. Bengel and Meier make iva dependent on rpeoBebw év ddboer (in which 
case Meier imports the sense, as if the words were iva kai év ath tapp.) 3 but 
the clause expressive of the aim : ‘‘in order that I may therein speak as 
boldly as I am bound to speak,” does not logically correspond to the rpecBetw 
év dAvoet, because without any reference to év datoe. Had Paul merely 
written : wa rappyordowua év avt@ (without d¢ dei we AaAjoar), by which the 
mappyo. would have become eniphatic,” or : iva roAAd padAdov rappyo. év avTe, 
the logical relation would be satisfied. — év airé] namely, in the mystery of 
the gospel, 1.e., occupied therewith, in the proclamation thereof.* Comp. 
Acts ix. 27. Harless understands év of the source or ground of the rappycia, 
which has its basis in the message itself [rather : in the mystery of the 
gospel ; see on jrép ot]. But the context represents the wvorjpiov tov evayy. 
as the object of the bold discourse (ver. 19); and the source of the rappyoia is 
in God (see 1 Thess. ii. 2), which is not indeed here expressed, but is implied 
in the fact that it is to be obtained for the apostle by prayer on the part of 
the readers. — dc dei we AaArjoas] to be taken together (comp. Col. iv. 4); and 
after we there is not to be put any comma, by which jaAgoa: would be con- 
nected with rappyo.,s—a course, which {fs impossible just because rappyo. 
already expresses the bold speaking ; and thus Aadjoa, if it were to be more 
precisely defining, could not but of necessity have with it a modal definition 
(comp. 1 Thess. ii. 2).*° 

Ver. 21. Aé] Serving to make the transition to another subject. — ka? ipeic] 
ye also, not merely the Colossians, Col. iv. 8, 9.° While most of the older 
expositors pass over this «ai in silence,’ Riickert and Matthies strangely 
enough think that it stands in contradistinction to the apostle himself. From 
this there would in fact result the absurd thought : ‘‘in order that not only 
I, but also ye may know how it fares with me.” — rd kar’ éué] my cirewm- 
stances, my position, Phil. i. 22 ; Col. iv. 7.° — ré mpdoow] more precise defini- 
tion of ra kar’ éué : what T experience. i.e., how it fares with me, how I find my- 


itis rather the categoric plural, and leaves 3 Matthiae, p. 1342. 
the question entirely undecided, whether 4 Koppe. 
Paul was bound with one or more chains, 5 See Fritzsche, Diss. II. in 2 Cor. p. 100 f. 
1 In opposition to Harless. 6 See Introd. § 2. 
2 This seems also to have been felt by 7 Rightly, however, explained in a gener- 
Bengel, who connected ws Se? we AaA. with al sense by Bengel: ‘‘perinde ut alii,” 
yvwpicat, which certainly could not occur ‘* just as others.” 


to any reader. 8 See Ktihner, II. p. 119. 


554 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


self! So often also in classical writers, ‘‘de statu et rebus, in quibus quis 
constitutus est et versatur,” ‘‘of the condition and affairs wherein any one 
is placed and is occupied,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. 629.? — Toycxoc] See Acts 
xx.4; Col. iv. 7; 2 Tim. iv. 12. Beyond these passages unknown. — é 
ayarnros ddeAdd¢ Kal mot. didk. év kvp.] So Paul characterizes Tychicus by way 
of commendation,* and that (a) as his beloved fellow-Christian, and (6) as his 


‘faithful official servant. As the latter, he was employed by Paul for just 


such journeys as the present. Comp. 2 Tim. iy. 12. Mark likewise, aocord- 
ing to 2 Tim. iv. 11, receives from the apostle the testimony that he is for 
him ebypnorog etc diaxoviav. Others, like Grotius (comp. Calvin), do not re- 
fer didxovoc to the relation to the apostle, but explain it : servant of the gospel 
[minister evangelii], while Estius and many understand specially the ecclesi- 
astical office of the deacon. But Col. iv. 7, where didkovoc Kai cbvdovdog are 
united (the latter word softening the relation of service towards the apostle 
expressed by dvdxovoc), speaks in favor of our view. — év kupiw] belongs only 
to didkovoc, not to adeAgd¢ as well (in opposition to Meier and Harless), since 
only the former had need of a specific definition (comp. on Phil. i. 14), in 
order to be brought out in its true relation (and not to bear the semblance 
of harshness). Not beyond the pale of Christian relations was Tychicus ser- 
vant of the apostle, but in Christ his service was carried on, Christ was the 
sphere of the same, inasmuch as Tychicus was official didkovoc of the apostle. 
év kupiw is attached without an article, because combined with didxovoc so as 
to form one idea. 

Ver. 22. "Ereuwa mpoc buac| namely, that he should travel from Colossae 
to you, Col. iv. 7-9.4 — eic¢ avtd trovTo| in this very design.® — wa yvoére Ta epi 
juav| must on account of eic avrd rovrTo necessarily convey the same thing as 
was said by iva eldjre ra Kar’ éué, ti mpdoow, ver. 21 ; hence the conjecture of 
Riickert, iva yv@ te ra wepi tudv, is entirely baseless ; and at Col. iv. 8 also 
we have, in accordance with preponderant evidence, to read iva yvérte ta rep? 
nav. — By judv Paul means himself and those that are with him (see Col. iv. 
10 ff. ; Philem. 10 f., 23 ff.), concerning whom information was likewise 
reserved for the report of Tychicus. — rapaxaréoy] might comfort. For Ty- 
chicus had to tell of sufferings and afflictions which Paul must needs endure 
(comp. ver. 20), and on account of them the readers were called ju éxxaxeiv, 
ili. 13. Amplifications of the notion ° are arbitrary. 

Ver. 23 f. Twofold wish of blessing at the close, in which, however, Paul 
does not, as in the closing formulae of the other Epistles, directly address 


1 Others, like Wolf: what I am doing. 
But that the reader knew. He was doing 
the one thing, which always occupied him. 
See vv. 19, 20. 

2 Comp. Ael. V. H. ii. 85, where the sick 
Gorgias is asked ti mpdtro, Plato, Theaet. 
p. 174 B; Soph. Oed. R.74; and see Wet- 
stein and Kypke. 

’The assumption of a more special de- 
sign as regards muiotés, namely, that it is 
meant to represent Tychicus as a trustworthy. 
reporter (Grotius), is inadmissible, because 


Tychicus without doubt was known to the 
readers (Acts xx. 4). It was otherwise in 
relation to the Colossians. See on Col. 
lysv: 

4 See Introd. § 2. 

5 See on ver. 18, and Bornemann, ad Xen. 
Mem, iii. 12.2; Pflugk, ad Hur. Androm. 41. 

6 Riickert: “to elevate by address to 
them of every kind ;”’ Baumgarten-Crusius : 
to strengthen ; comp. Estius, who proposes 
exhortetur, ‘to exhort.” 


CHAP. VI., 23. 555 
the readers (we dudv, weTd Tdvtor budv, ueTd Tov mvevuatoc tuovy. This vari- 
ation is to be regarded as merely accidental, and the more so, seeing that he 
has in fact been just addressing his readers directly, and seeing that a ye? 
juav or the like would simply address the readers, as has so often been done 
in the Epistle itself, leaving, we may add, the question, who these readers 
are, in itself wholly undetermined. For what is asserted by Grotius on ver. 
24: *‘ Non Ephesios tantum salutat, sed et omnes in Asia Christianos,” ‘‘ He 
salutes not only the Ephesians, but also all Christians in Asia,” is not implied 
in roi¢ adeApoic—which, on the contrary, represents quite the simple tyiv, in- 
asmuch as Paul conceives of the recipients of the Epistle in the third person. 
According to Wieseler, p. 444 f., the apostle in ver. 23 salutes the Jewish 
Christians (ade/9.), and in ver. 24 the Gentile Christians (zdvrwv) in Ephesus. 
Improbable in itself, more particularly in this Epistle, which so carefully 
brings into prominence the unity of the two ; and the alleged distinguish- 
ing reference would neither be recognizable, nor in keeping with the apos- 
tolic wisdom. — eipfvy] not concordia, ‘‘ harmony,” as recommended by Cal- 
vin,’ but, as Calvin himself explains : welfare, blessing, Diby. without more 
precise definition, because it takes the place of the valete (éppwofe, Acts xv. 
29) at the close of our Epistle,’ and because that special sense is not at all 
suggested from the contents of the Epistle (comp. on the other hand, 2 Cor. 
xiii, 11). — aydry wera riotewc] is one object of the wish for blessing, not 
two. After the general fare well! namely, Paul singles out further the 
highest moral element, which he wishes for his readers. He does not, how- 
ever, write kal ayary Kal riotic, because with good reason he presupposes faith 
(in the atonement achieved by Christ) as already present, but has doubtless 
to wish for them that which, as the constant life of faith, is to be combined 
with it (1 Cor. xiii. ; Gal. v. 6), Christian brotherly love, consequently love 
with faith (@ydm7 has the emphasis, not era rior.).* Bengel and Meier 
understand the divine love, to which, however, pera zicr. is unsuitable, 
although Meier explains it : in conformity with their own faith, partly at vari- 
ance with linguistic usage,* partly importing a thought (their own). The 
reading é/eoc (instead of ayamy) is to be regarded simply as a glossematic 
consequence of the explaining it of the divine love, and yet, though found 
only in codex A, it is held by Riickert to be the true one (comp. Gal. vi. 
16) ; Paul, he says, wishes to the readers eipfvy x. éAeoc for the reward (?) of 
faith. — dad Oc0v rarpdc x. Kup. I. X.] See on Rom. i. 7. Grotius, we may 
add, rightly observes : ‘‘conjungit causam principem cum causa secunda,” 


1 “ Quia mox fit dilectionis mentio,’’ ‘‘ be- 
cause afterwards there is mention of love ;”’ 
comp. also Theodore and Oecumenius. 

2 Hence also not to be explained of the, 
peace of reconciliation (Bengel, Matthies, 
Schenkel, and others), any more here than 
in the opening salutations of the Epistle, 
where it takes the place of the epistolary 
salutem, ed mparrery, 

3 Comp. Plato, Phaed. p. 253 HW: KadAdos 


pera vyteias AapBaverv, 


4 wera may, it is true, sometimes be ap- 
proximately as to sense rendered by con- 
Sormably to, but the analysis in those cases 
issuch as does not suit our passage. See 
e.g. Dem. Lept. p. 490; Plato, Phaed. p. 66 
B, where pera rHy vouwy and mera rod Adyov 
is to be explained, in connection with the 
laws, etc., #.¢., with the aid of the same. 
Comp. also Thucyd. iii. 82. 5, and Kriiger in 
loc. See in general, Bernhardy, p. 255. 
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‘‘He joins the first with the second cause.”! For Christ is exalted on the 
part of God to the government of the world, and particularly to the Lord- 
ship of the church (i. 22 ; Phil. ii. 9) ; and His dominion has in God, the 
Head of Christ (1 Cor. xi. 8), not merely its ground (comp. also Eph. i. 17), 
but also its goal (1 Cor. iii. 28, xv. 28). 

Ver. 24. While Paul has in ver. 23 expressed his wish of blessing for the 
readers (roi¢ adeAdoic), he now annexes thereto a further such general wish, 
namely, for all who love Christ imperishably, just as at 1 Cor. xvi. 22 he takes 
up into the closing wish an avd@eua upon all those who do not love Christ. 
—7 xdpic] the grace kar’ éoxhv, ‘‘ pre-eminently,” 7.e., the grace of God 
in Christ. Comp. Col. iv. 18; 1 Tim. vi. 21; 2 Tim. iv. 22; Tit. iii. 
15. In the conclusion of other Epistles: the grace of Christ, Rom. xvi. 
205 41 Cor, xvi. 2380 2 Core Xie lS nme Galeving 16. el hale tyomcon: 
Thess. v. 28; 2 Thess. iii. 18; Phil. 25. —é dgGapoia] belongs neither 
1 to ‘Incovy Xpiordv,? nor to 7 ydpec,? nor yet to the sit, ‘‘be,” to be 
supplied after 7 ydpic, as is held, after Beza (who, however, took év 
for cic) and Bengel, recently by Matthies,* Harless,® Bleek, and Ols- 
hausen, which last supposes a breviloqguentia, ‘‘an abbreviated expression,” 
for iva Cony Exywow év apbapoia, 1.€., Cay aldviov. But, in opposition to 
Matthies, it may be urged that the purely temporal notion eternity (cic 
tov aldva) is foisted upon the word imperishableness ; and in opposition to 
Harless, that the abstract notion imperishableness is transmuted into the con- 
crete notion of imperishable being, which is not the meaning of a¢fapc., 
even in 2 Tim. i. 10 (but imperishableness in abstracto, ‘‘in the abstract”), 
and that év ag@apoia, instead of adding, in accordance with its emphatic 
position, a very weighty and important element, would express something 
which is self-evident, namely, that according to the wish of the apostle the 
grace might display itself not év @@aproic (1 Pet. i. 18), but év a@@aproce ; the 
breviloquentia, ‘‘abbreviated expression,” lastly, assumed by Olshausen is, 
although a@@apo. in itself might be equivalent to (w7 aidwoc,® a pure inven- 
tion, the sense of which Paul would have expressed by cic aé@apciav. The 
right connection is the usual one, namely, with ayarévtwrv. And in ac- 
cordance with this, we have to explain it : who love the Lord in imperishable- 
ness, i.e., so that their love does not pass away, in which case év expresses the 
manner. Comp. the concluding wish Tit. iii. 15, where év xiore: is in like 
manner to be combined with ¢:Aoivtac. Others, following the same connec- 
tion, have understood the sinceritas, ‘‘ sincerity,” either of the love itself? 


1 The order inthe combination of the two 
causes is inverted in Gal. l.c,; 8a "Incod Xp. 
kat @cod matpos. 

2 Wetstein: ‘‘Christum immortalem et 
gloriosum, non humilem,” ‘‘ Christ immortal 
and glorious, not humble,” etc.; see also 
Reiners in Wolf and Semler. 

8 “Favor immortalis,” ‘immortal favor,” 
Castalio, Drusius; comp. Piscator and Mi- 
chaelis, who take év as equivalent to ovr, 
while the latter supposes a reference to 


deniers of the resurrection ! 

4“ That grace with all. . . may be in eter- 
nity ; comp. Baumgarten-Crusius.”’ 

5 According to whom év denotes the ele- 
ment in which the xdépcs manifests itself, 
and afdapo. is all imperishable being, 
whether appearing in this life or in eter- 
nity. 

® See Grimm, Hanadb. p. 60. 

7 Pelagius, Anselm, Calvin, Calovius, and 
others, 
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or of the disposition and the life in general,’ but against this Beza has 
already with reason urged the linguistic usage ; for wncorruptedness is not 
apbapoia (not even in Wisd. vi. 18, 19), but adGopia (Tit. ii. 7) and adcadopia 
(Wetstein, II. p. 373). On a¢@apcia, imperishableness (at 1 Cor. xv. 42, 
52, it is in accordance with the context specially incorruptibility), comp. 
Plat. Arist. 6; Rom ii. 7; 1 Cor. ix. 25; 1 Tim. i173 2 Tim. i, 10; 
Wisd. ii, 23, vi. 18 f. ; 4 Macc. ix. 22, xvii. 12. 
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LVII. Ver. 1. Toa réxva k.7.A. 


Stier, Braune and Philippi agree here with Hofmann, over against Meyer ; 
but emphasis cannot be thrown on either side. Attention, however, to 
another point, noted by Eadie and Braune, is important, viz., the clear implica- 
tion of the presence of children at the public worship, where this epistle was 
to be read. 


LVIII. Ver. 4. év raidsig nai vovbecia. 


The Revised version translates : ‘‘In the chastening and admonition of the 
Lord.” Trench, following Grotius, and followed by most English writers, 
rejects the distinction advocated by Meyer, and defines the former as ‘ train- 
ing by act and discipline,’’ and the latter as ‘training by word.” ‘‘For the 
Greeks, zaideia was simply ‘ education ;’ nor in all the many definitions of 
raideia, Which are to be found in Plato, is there so much as the slightest pro- 
phetic anticipation of the new force which the word should obtain. But the 
deeper apprehension of those who had learned that ‘foolishness is bound in 
the heart’ alike ‘ of a child’ and of a man, while yet the ‘rod of correction 
may drive it far from him’ (Prov. xxii. 15), led them, in assuming the word, to 
bring into it a further thought, they felt and understood that all effectual in- 
struction for the sinful children of men includes and implies chastening, or, as 
we are accustomed to say, out of a sense of the same truth ‘ correction.’’’ 
Yet, as Barry suggests, the authority of the father in this, as allowed under the 
Roman law, is here softened by the addition of the xvpiov. In the discipline, 
the fact must be remembered that they belong to Christ, ‘‘ taken into His arms, 
and sealed as His little ones.”” This intensifies infinitely ‘‘ the greatest reverence 
due a child,’’ of which Juvenal wrote. 

Cremer defines vov§ecia by ‘‘ well-intentioned, but serious correction,” and 
adds: ‘‘ This putting right, or correction, just as the Lord uses it, is opposed to 
wrath, Wisd. xvi. 5, 6, xi. 11; and the admonition answers to what precedes 
pn mapopyivere «.7.A., for mapopyiferv, to imitate, to provoke to wrath, implies and 
presupposes one’s own anger. Comp. 1 Cor. iv. 14. Tlaideia and voviecia alike 
have as their end the dvOpwro¢ réAewoc, Col. i. 28 ; Eph. iv. 13, but vovfecia is 
intended to obviate deviations, and to establish the right direction of the 
maideta” (Lexicon, p. 442), See Martensen’s Social Ethics, pp. 62 sq. 


1 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, abduci, patitur,” “That is indicated which 
Erasmus, Flacius, Estius, Zeger, Grotius: by no force, no enticements, allows itself to 
“significatur is, qui nulla vi, nullis preci- _ be corrupted, é.¢., to be withdrawn from the 
bus, nullis illecebris se corrumpi,#.¢.,arecto right,’ and others, including Wieseler. 


558 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


LIX. Ver. 12. év roi¢ érovpaviorc. 


Again, as in chap. i. 3, ii. 2 (see Notes III., XVII.), we cannot appreciate the 
argument for a local restriction. The contrast here is between the weakness of 
man and the strength of his great enemies, and the apostle’s idea is fully ex- 
pressed by interpreting this as meaning ‘‘ of a sphere higher than that of earth.” 
The inference from the other constructions that would have been used for this 
is scarcely in point here. ‘The latent opposition aiva kai odp§ (on earth) and 
ra mvevu. (in supernal regions), suggests a word of greater antithetical force, 
which still can include the same lexical meaning. As in chap. ii. 2, there was 
no reason for limiting the term to the mere physical atmosphere, so here still 
less need we adopt any more precise specification of locality’’ (Ellicott). 
Barry adds another element, well worthy of note: It ‘surely points to the 
power of evil as directly spiritual, not acting through physical and human 
agency, but attacking the spirit in that higher aspect, in which it contemplates 
heavenly things and ascends to the communion with God.”’ 


LX. Ver. 13. 17 nuépa tH Tovnpa. 


These words are not those of a mere man, mistaken in his inference con- 
cerning an approaching crisis, as Meyer's interpretation implies, but they are 
inspired of the Holy Ghost, and refer to a contest through which it was un- 
erringly foreseen that the readers of this epistle were to pass. 


LXI. Ver. 14. ric dixacootryc. 


Ellicott concurs with Meyer, defining the thought better, viz., ‘‘ the right- 
eousness which is the result of the renovation of the heart by the Holy Spirit.” 
But is there actually a tautology involved by interpreting it as referring to the 
righteousness of Christ? Faith and its righteousness, however closely united, 
are nevertheless different things, and thus understood, there is no anticipa- 
tion. Besides, without tautology, Paul elsewhere speaks of faith as both the 
means and the fruit of justification. Braune makes “the righteousness” refer 
to both that of faith and of life. We prefer, with Eadie, following Harless, to 
understand it of ‘‘ justification by the blood of the cross.” <‘‘To every insinu- 
ation that they are so vile, guilty, worthless and perverse—so beset with sin 
and under such wrath that God will repulse them, they oppose the free and 
perfect righteousness of their Redeemer, which is ‘upon them,’ Rom. iii. 22. 
So that the dart thrown at them only rings against such a cuirass, and falls 
blunted to the earth.” 


LXII. Ver. 18. év rvevmare. 


Schmidt inserts in revised Meyer, Hofmann’s explanation, that the expres- 
sion refers to prayer as such as should be a constant occupation of the spiritual 
life, and is never a mere outward activity, such as in chap. v. 18, to which 
the semblance of prayer by the natural man must be limited. év rvevuarz is un- 
derstood then as referring to the Holy Spirit in His relation to the human 
spirit, 
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A. 


Adoption, 315. 

Age, Present, The, 358. 

Ajasaluk, 287. 

Angels, The, and redemption, 326 
seq., 353 ; classes of, 343 seq.; rec- 
ognizing God’s wisdom, 414 seq. 

Anger, Warned against, 478 seq.; 
righteous, 487. 

Application in the Christian calling, 
503 seq. 

Armor, The Christian’s, 542 seq., 547. 

Artemis, 287. 

Ascension of Christ, The, 449, 485. 

Atonement, The, of Christ, 314, 351 
seq., 317, 352, 368, 490 seq.; conse- 
quence of; 357, 384 seq., 387 seq., 
389 seq. 


B. 


Baptism, 440 ; its cleansing influence, 
513 seq. 

Basil on Ephesians, 288 seq. 

Believers, Christian, alive in Christ, 
369 ; saved by grace, 370 ; exalted 
with Christ, 371; in God’s king- 
dom, 392 seq.; as the dwelling of 
the Holy Spirit, 397 seq.; grounded 
in love, 424 seq.; knowing Christ’s 
love, 425 seq., 432 seq.; filled with 
God, 427 seq.; receiving the gifts of 
grace, 443 ; progressing in faith and 
knowledge, 456 seq.; their goal, 459 ; 
their head in Christ, 463 ; exhorted to 
a pure walk, 467 seq.; warned against 
heathen vices, 469 seq., 491 seq.; 
admonished to spiritual regenera- 
tion, 475 seq.; exhorted to moral 
life and conduct, 477 seq.; exhorted 
to love, 490 seq.; as children of 

’ light, 495 ; to redeem the time, 503 
seq.; warned against debauchery, 
505; exhorted to social worship, 
506 seq.; to be sanctified, 512 seq.; 
members of Christ’s body, 518 seq. ; 
admonished to be strong in the 
Lord, 535 seq.; to put on God’s ar- 
mor, 536 seq.; to pray always, 548 


seq., 558 ; receive Paul’s benedic- 
tion, 554 seq. 
Benediction bestowed, 554 seq. 
Bitterness reproved, 483. 
Buffoonery condemned, 492, 524. 


C. 


Children, their obedience to parents, 
529 seq.; their baptism, 529 ; their 
presence at public worship, 557 ; 
their training, 532, 557. 

Church, The, as Christ’s body, 345 
seq., 464 seq.; as united in Christ, 
396 seq., 465 seq.; its holiness, 
397 seq.; aS one community, 416, 
431; its progressive development, 
466 seq.; subject to Christ, 509 seq. ; 
sanctified by Christ, 512 seq.; to be 
glorified, 514 seq. 

Christ, His blessings, 312 ; His adop- 
tion, 315; His grace, 317; His re- 
demption, 317 seq., 352, 490 seq.; 
union with Christ, 320; sent by 
God, 321, 352; His resurrection, 
341 seq., 369 seq.; His glorified 
body, 342 seq., 353 seq.; His exal- 
tation and dominion, 342 seq., 371, 
452; filling the church, 346 seq.; His 
divinity, 351 seq.; as our peace, 382 
seq.; His atonement, 384 seq.; and 
the law, 385 seq.; reconciling man 
to God, 387 seq.; preaching peace, 
890 seq.; as the corner-stone, 394 
seq.; the ground of salvation, 417 ; 
dwelling in the believers, 423 seq.; 
His love, 425 ; overcoming His ene- 
mies, 448 ; His ascension and de- 
cension, 449 seq.; the head of be- 
lievers, 463 ; calling the believers, 
502 seq.; the aim of His death, 512 
seq.; His love to the church, 516. 

Circumcision, 377. 

Colossians, Epistle to the, 301 seq. 

Commandment with promise, The, 
530 seq. 

Communicatio idiomatum, The doc- 
trine of the, 354. 

Confidence, Spiritual, 417. 
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Conflict, The Christian’s, 537 seq. 

Conversion, its order, 331; man’s 
part in, ‘425 seq., 422 seq.; its me- 
cessity, 475 seq. 

Covenants of promise, 379. 

Covetousness, 470; excludes from the 
kingdom, 493, 


D. 


Debauchery condemned, 505. 

Demons, The, and their habitation, 
359 seq., 399; their power, 538 
seq., 557 seq 

Depravity, Tae 367 seq 

Descent into Hades .of Christ, 450, 
485. 

Devil, The, 450, 538 seq. 

Devils, The, and their restoration, 
326 ; their food and dwelling-place, 
361, 399 ; their influence and power, 
538 seq., 557 seq. 

Discourse, Evil, reproved, 481 seq. 

Doxology, A, 429 seq. 


E, 


Edification in speech, 482. 

Election, Divine, 313 seq., 351 seq. 

Encouragement, Spiritual, 418 seq., 
422 seq. 

Endowments, Spiritual, 418 seq., 422. 

Enlightenment, Christian, 337 seq. 

Enmity between Jew and Gentile, 
383 seq. 

Ephesians, Epistle to the, 287 seq. ; 
its address, 287 seq. ; place 
of composition, 299 seq. ; time 
of composition, 300 seq. ; its gen- 
uineness, 302 seq. ; its dependence 
on Colossians, 303 seq. ; its occa- 
sion, object, and contents, 307 seq. 

Ephesus, 287. 


F. 


Faith and salvation, 372 seq. ; as in- 
strumental cause, 417; its unity, 
440 ; its aim, 456 seq.; saving, 545. 

Fathers, their duty to children, 532 
seq. 

Forbearance, 437 seq 

Foreknowledge of Goa, 313 seq., 351 


seq. 
Forgiveness of sins, 318, 352; 
tual, 483. 


mu- 


G. 


Gentile gods, 380. 

Gentiles, The, in God’s kingdom, 392, 
410 seq. ; blessed, 406 seq. ; their 
irreligious condition, 468 seq.; their 
ignorance, 469, 486; their lasciv- 
jousness, 470 seq., 496 seq. 
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Glory of Messianic salvation, The, 
340, 379 ; of God, 422 seq. 

Gnosticism, 350. 

Good Works and salvation, 373 seq. ; 
and justification, 376, 400. 

Gospel, The, and salvation, 330 seq. 

God, the Father, 311 seq., 350 seq.; 
His foreknowledge and election, 313 
seq., 351 seq., 416 seq.; His judg- 
ment, 314; His love, 314 seq., 368 
seq.; His administration, 321 seq., 
352 seq.; awakens to spiritual life, 
356 seq.; his wrath, 364 seq.; as the 
Creator, 413 seq.; as the universal 
Father, 419 seq., 431 seq.; His glory, 
422 seq.; praise to, 429 seq.; unity 
of, 442 seq.; renews man, 475 seq.; 
His call to the sleepers, 500. 

Grace, its glory, 317; its saving 
power, 328 seq., 369, 372 seq. 


H. 


Holiness, 314, 351 seq. 

Hope, Christian, 340 seq. 

Holy Spirit, The, received, 331, 353 ; 
His working, 337; dwelling in the 
believers, 397 seq.; strengthening 
the inner man, 423 ; unity in, 439 
seq.; renewing man, 475 seq.; griev- 
ed, 482 seq.; the fruits of, 495 seq.; 
the sword of, 547. 

Humility, 412. 

Husband and wife, 508 seq.; 
the former, 516 seq.; 
their union, 519 seq. 


love of 
ground of 


Mk 


Immorality, 358. 
Infant Baptism, 366. seq. 
Instability, Religious, 460 seq. 


J. 


Jerome on Ephesians, 289. 
Justification and good works, 
400. 


376. 


K. 


Kingdom, Messianic, The, 327 seq. 
Knowledge, Christian, 338 seq., 353 ; 
of Christ, 457 seq. 


L. 


Labor commended, 481. 

Law, The, and Christ, 385 seq. 

Laodiceans, Epistle to the, 294 seq. 

Lord’s Supper, The, 440; an act of 
preserved unity, 484; reference to, 
515, 519, 526. 

Love, Divine, 314 seq., 368 seq.; man 
exhorted to, 490 seq. 
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M. 


Malice condemned, 483, 

Man, The Inner, 428. 

Marcion on Ephesians, 289 seq. 
Marriage state, 519 seq. 

Masters, their duty to servants, 534 


seq. 
Mercy of God, The, 368 seq. 
Messianic predictions realized, 445 


seq. 

Metic, Greek, The, 392, 401. 

Monogamy, 523. 

nee The Divine, 413; a great, 
2. 


oO. 


Onesimus, 300. 
Original Sin, 365 seq., 399 seq. 


Be 


Parousia, The, 324, 371 seq., 430; 
and the believer’s goal, 459; the 
church of Christ in, 515. 

Paul as a prisoner, 299 seq. ; for the 
Gentiles’ sake, 405 seq. ; as receiy- 
ing revelations, 406 ; receiving spir- 
itual gifts, 411 seq.; supplicates 
the Father, 419 seq. ; desires the 
believer's prayers, 549 seq.; his 
preaching powers, 551 seq. ; as am- 
bassador of Christ, 552 seq. ; sends 
Tychicus, 554; imparts his bless- 
ing, 554 seq. 

Peace of the Gospel, The, 543 seq. 

Philemon, 301. 

Praise to God, 311 seq., 334 seq. 

Prayer, Intercessory, 335 seq., 549 ; as 
a Christian habit, 548 seq., 558; 
the object of, 550 seq. 

Predestination, 313 seq., 351 seq. ; 
through love, 314 seq., 316, 352 ; 
its final cause, 328 seq. 

Promises of God, 331 seq. 

Prophecy fulfilled, 443 seq. 

Psalm quoted, 443 seq. 


R. 


Recompense, Spiritual, 534. 

Redemption in Christ, 317 seq., 352, 
333 ; the eternal plan of, 414. 

Regeneration, 475 seq. 

Restoration, 325 seq. 

Restitution, 324 seq. 

Resurrection of Christ, The, 341 seq., 
369 seq. 

Righteousness, Forensic, 314, 352 seq. ; 
as moral rectitude, 543, 558. 
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8. 


Salutation, Apostolic, 310 ; the glory 
of, 340, 

Salvation of God, 328 seq.; by grace, 
369, 372 seq.; of the Messianie 
kingdom, 546 seq. 

Sanctification the aim of Christ’s sae. 
rifice, 512, 525. 

Servants, their duty, 532 seq. 

Sealing with the Spirit, 331, 353. 

Sin, Dead unto, 357; original, 365 
seq., 399 seq. ; to be exposed, 498, 

Stealing forbidden, 480. 

Subjection of all things to Christ, 344 
seq. 


AW. 


Tertullian on Ephesians, 289 seq. 

Thanksgiving commended, 507 seq. 

Theocracy, The, 444. 

Trinity, The, 442. 

Truth in love, 462; in Christ, 472 
seq. 

Truthfulness commended, 477 seq. 

Tychicus, 300, 


U. 


Ubiquity of Christ’s body, 346 seq., 
353 seq. 

Unchastity, warned against, 491 ; ex- 
cludes from the kingdom, 493 ; of 
the heathen, 496 seq. 

Union in Christ, 320. 

Unity in the Spirit, 438 seq.; of the 
faith, 440; its aim, 456 seq. 


W. 


Wall of partition, 382 seq. 

Wife and husband, 508 seq. ; ground 
of their union, 519 seq.; their mu- 
tual love and reverence, 523. 

Wine, its excessive use condemned, 
505. 

Wisdom, Divine, 319 ; recognized, 414 
seq.; known through the church, 
416. 

Word of God, The, 547. 

Works and salvation, 373 seq. ; and 
justification, 376, 400. 

Worship, Social, 506 seq. 

Wrath of God, The, 364 seq.; visited 
upon immorality, 494, 


x 


Saat), 
ela 


a 


ee 


resus 


